Abstract: Throughout 1-2 Kings, the reader encounters references to books in which he or she
may find further information about the king just described in the biblical text. This dissertation
seeks to discover the character of these sources and how an author used them to shape the final
form of 1-2 Kings. Several scholars to date have attempted to study these questions, but not in a
form longer than an article. Thus this work assesses the previous attempts and offers a new
proposal at greater length. Various methods are utilized in this investigation, including close
literary readings of the biblical text and its grammatical components, comparisons of 1-2 Kings
with ancient Near Eastern historiographical texts, and reading intertextually with other biblical
texts. The yield is a work that affirms suspicions and initial investigations by some scholars and
rebuts the conclusions of others, hopefully furthering conversations about the composition of 1-2
Kings and the Deuteronomistic History at large.
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Chapter 1- Introduction
The text of 1-2 Kings presents its readers with an array of literary styles. Narratives of rulers and
prophets,1 prophetic oracles, lists of supplies and officials, architectural minutiae,2 and straightforward
summaries of regnal deeds comprise this epic retelling of Israel’s monarchial history from the end of
David’s reign to the Judahite exile. The interpreter of 1-2 Kings is challenged to identify these genres and
clarify how they communicate the historian’s (or historians’)3 message, as well as explain how they fit
into the larger whole of these books. The responsible interpreter, then, must be able to navigate the
historical-literary background of 1-2 Kings in order to come to a greater understanding of 1-2 Kings.4

1

For a detailed study of the narrative genres in 1-2 Kings, see Alexander Rofé, The Prophetical Stories: The
Narratives about the Prophets in the Hebrew Bible, Their Literary Types and History (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1988).
2
For an examination of the sources involved with the architecture of Solomon’s Temple, see Clifford Mark
McCormick, Palace and Temple: A Study of Architectural and Verbal Icons (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2002), 31-32, 100106.
3
Several different terms abound to describe the work of the person or persons who were responsible for creating
the final form of 1-2 Kings. Scholars will often characterize this person or these persons as “redactor” or “author.”
This distinction is often made to emphasize the amount of creative activity involved in producing the final form of
the text. “Redactor” is typically used to describe the “scissors-and-paste” approach of bringing source material
together, while “author” stresses the creative writing of material to produce the material found in the final form of
the text. To further complicate matters, several adopt Noth’s use of the title “Dtr” to describe an exilic redactor.
But given the varying approaches to the composition of the Deuteronomistic History since Noth’s work, other
scholars have designated several stages of “Dtr.” I would like to thank Steven McKenzie and John Oswalt for their
help in identifying the need to use caution in adopting these titles. In what follows, I will attempt to be cognizant
of the distinctions that have been made and will attempt to utilize the description “historian” in order to
emphasize that both the use of sources and literary creativity were involved in producing the text as we now have
it. For simplicity’s sake, I will retain the use of this noun in the singular, although I do want to leave open the idea
that multiple historians were involved in the production of 1-2 Kings. Moreover, this also assumes a certain
definition of historiography, which we will encounter in chapter three.
4
Even Brevard Childs, with his emphasis on a canonical approach for reading the Old Testament theologically,
underscores that we must attempt to understand the historical background of 1-2 Kings as the historian urges his
readers to read the text as a work of historiography. See his engagement with Hans Frei in Brevard S. Childs,
Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979), 299. Also see Brett’s analysis of
Childs’s statement in Mark G. Brett, Biblical Criticism in Crisis? (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 32,
174 n.8.
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The particular literary style pertinent to this study is the chronographic5 material frequently
found within 1-2 Kings. These are concise notices that surround and provide the framework for most of
the kings presented in 1-2 Kings. Many times, these comprise nearly the entire narrative of a king. They
are easily distinguished from the aforementioned literary narratives of these kings by their brief notices
of regnal deeds such as accession, building projects, wars, insurrections, deaths, and burials in discrete
episodes.6 Despite pedestrian presentation of this regnal data throughout 1-2 Kings, this facet of 1-2
Kings has captivated critical scholarship for well over a century. Primarily, research has centered around
two focal points. First, many scholars have attempted to reconcile the chronology of Israel’s kings with
both internal historical cues and external records from the ancient Near East.7 Second, others have
sought to discern the sources that provided this chronology and other pertinent information on Israel’s
kings for a historian of 1-2 Kings. The present enterprise will take up this second avenue of research.
Our starting point is the proliferation of source references we find throughout 1-2 Kings, often
embedded in the midst of chronographic data. Eighteen times, the historian references “the Book of the

5

The term “chronographic” is commonly used in Mesopotamian historiography to refer to sources, particularly
king lists and chronicles, that “are composed along essentially chronological lines.” See A. Kirk Grayson, Assyrian
and Babylonian Chronicles (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2000), 4. Van Seters also takes up this term, but
distinguishes the origins of king lists and chronicles. See John Van Seters, In Search of History: Historiography in the
Ancient World and the Origins of Biblical History (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1997), 68–92. This study will go on
to compare this material in 1-2 Kings to such forms of Mesopotamian historiography. However, for now it will
suffice to note that this framework in 1-2 Kings makes a concerted effort to note the chronology of events and
notates these events in a brief, efficient order, distinguishing it from the narratives that surround it.
6
A sampling of scholars who have noted the distinctive character of royal chronicles in 1-2 Kings in contrast to the
narrative material include the following: S.R. Driver, Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament, 9th ed.
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1913), 188; Alfred Jepsen, Die Quellen Des Königsbüches (Halle: Veb Max Niemeyer, 1953),
58–59; Donald B. Redford, Egypt, Canaan, and Israel in Ancient Times (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992),
322; Christoph Levin, “Das synchronistische Exzerpt aus den Annalen der Könige von Israel und Juda,” VT 61
(2011): 617.
7
Joachim Begrich, Die Chronologie Der Könige von Israel Und Juda (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1966); James Donald
Shenkel, Chronology and Recensional Development in the Greek Text of Kings (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1968); J. Maxwell Miller, “Another Look at the Chronology of the Early Divided Monarchy,” JBL 86, no. 3
(1967): 276–88; Edwin Thiele, A Chronology of the Hebrew Kings (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1977); William
Hamilton Barnes, Studies in the Chronology of the Divided Monarchy of Israel, HSM. (Atlanta: Scholar’s Press,
1991); John H. Hayes and Paul K. Hooker, A New Chronology for the Kings of Israel and Judah and Its Implications
for Biblical History and Literature (Atlanta: John Knox, 1988).
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Chronicles of the Kings of Israel” (לכי יִּ ְש ָּר ֵאל
ֵ  ֵס ֶפר ִּד ְב ֵרי ַהיָּ ִּמים ְל ַמ, henceforth known as “IRC” for “Israelite
Royal Chronicle”8).9 An additional fifteen times, we find references to “the Book of the Chronicles of the
Kings of Judah” (הּודה ֵס ֶפר
ָּ ְלכי י
ֵ ד ְב ֵרי ַהיָּ ִּמים ְל ַמ,ִּ henceforth known as “JRC” for “Judahite Royal
Chronicle”).10 And in a single instance, the historian refers to “the Book of the Chronicles of Solomon”
(ס ֶפר ִּד ְב ֵרי ְשֹלמֹה,
ֵ henceforth known as “SRC” for “Solomonic Royal Chronicle”).11 These thirty-four12
references have mystified scholars for well over a century. Questions have arisen regarding the literary
and historical contexts of these books. Were these actual written sources available to the historian(s) of
1-2 Kings, or were they fictive creations of literary imagining? Assuming they were actual sources from
antiquity, what kind of works were these? What relationship, if any, do they have to the surrounding
material in 1-2 Kings? What was the historian’s purpose in mentioning them? Why are these sources

8

These designations are unique to the author and attempt to be descriptive of the subjects of the sources under
investigation in this work. That is, the chronicles are “royal” in so far as monarchs are the primary subjects of the
chronicles, and this does not describe the provenance of the chronicles in a royal court. For alternative, though less
precise in this author’s estimation, abbreviations for the chronicles, see Lester Grabbe, “Mighty Oaks from
(Genetically Manipulated?) Acorns Grow: The Chronicle of the Kings of Judah as a Source of the Deuteronomistic
History,” in Reflection and Refraction: Studies in Biblical Historiography in Honour of A. Graeme Auld, ed. Robert
Rezetko, Timothy H. Lim, and W. Brian Aucker (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 155. The abbreviations used in this work
attempt to identify the kind of chronicles (that is, “royal”) at stake, as opposed to chronicles of other subjects, such
as religious activities or market prices, which could also include mentions of kings in the ancient Near East but are
not solely focused on kings’ activities. Grabbe’s terminology identifies the specific subjects of the chronicles but
does not distinguish as the subgenre of chronicles under investigation, a point which will become clearer in
chapter three.
9
1 Kgs 14:19; 15:31; 16:5, 14, 20, 27; 22:39; 2 Kgs 1:18; 10:34; 13:8, 12; 14:15, 28; 15:11, 15, 21, 26, 31. It is to be
noted that the different translations each provide their own interpretation of the Hebrew titles of these books. For
example, the KJV (without capitalization), the ESB, and the NASB term them “the Book of the Chronicles of the
Kings…” and the NRSV and NIV translate them as “the Book of the Annals of the Kings….” Of course, a literal
translation would be “the Book of the Deeds of the Days of the Kings…,” but every known translation attempts a
more dynamic and concise title for these books. It will become apparent that I prefer the title of “chronicle” as a
distinct literary genre from “annal.”
10
1 Kgs 14:29; 15:7, 23; 22:45; 2 Kgs 8:23; 12:19; 14:18; 15:6, 36; 16:19; 20:20; 21:17, 25; 23:28; 24:5.
11
1 Kgs 11:41. As I will argue later, the original historian intended to cite this book in a similar manner to the other
two sources, thus I deem it a “chronicle.”
12
Note that this does not add up to the total number of monarchs who reigned over Israel and Judah, which is 44.
The following do not receive a citation of one of these sources after the narrative of his or her reign: Saul, Ishbaal,
David, Adonijah, Jehoram of Israel, Ahaziah of Judah, Athaliah, Jehoahaz of Judah, Jehoiakin, Zedekiah. The
narratives of the first two, however, are found in 1-2 Samuel and not a focus of this investigation. Regardless, the
omissions of a citation of royal chronicles will become a significant facet of my argument.
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cited and few others?13 At what stage of redaction were the mentions of these sources included? If
these are actual sources used for Kings, we must further ask who would have written SRC, IRC, and JRC,
as well as when they would have been composed.
The uncertainty of these issues is exacerbated when we realize that, not only are these sources
not extant, but no mention or citation of them occurs outside of 1-2 Kings.14 To this point, Noth stated
that we could not trace the development of these sources conclusively.15 Nevertheless, scholars before
and after Noth’s seminal work on the Deuteronomistic History have offered suggestions to both the
character and development of these sources. Indeed the indeterminate nature of these sources and
their provenance has yielded a wide variety of arguments. Though there are a few articles and chapters
on this subject, no scholar has produced a full-length treatment of SRC, IRC, and JRC in over half a
century. The vast number of opinions since this time must be assessed along with these earlier
treatments, as well as engaging with significant advances in the study of the Old Testament in order to
offer new suggestions.
This study will attempt to address, first, the simple question of what these sources are. To what
kind of texts is the historian alluding? Can we find a parallel genre elsewhere in the ancient Near East? If
so, what can we conclude about these sources? Second, we must ask why the historian would choose to

13

The others include the “Book of the Law of Moses,” (1 Kgs 2:3; 2 Kgs 14:6; as the ‘Book of the Law’ in 22:823:24), as well as the letters of Jezebel (1 Kgs 21:8-11). These cited sources, contrary to SRC, IRC, and JRC, do not
appear persistently throughout the book and thus do not function as a major source for 1-2 Kings. On the other
hand, sources long hypothesized to function as important works for 1-2 Kings, such as king lists, narratives, lists of
Temple realia, prayers, and inscriptions, are not cited in 1-2 Kings.
14
In 2 Chronicles, we encounter similarly cited sources, but none by these names and in an irregular fashion. “The
Book of the Kings of Judah and Israel” ( יהּודה וְ יִּ ְש ָּר ֵאל
ָּ  ֵס ֶפר ַה ְמ ָּל ִּכים ִּל, 2 Chr 16:11; 25:26; 28:26; 32:32), “The Book of
the Kings of Israel” ( ֵס ֶפר ַמ ְל ֵכי יִּ ְש ָּר ֵאל, 2 Chr 20:34), “The Commentary on the Book of the Kings” (מ ְד ַרׁש סֵ פֶ ר הַ ְמלָ כִ ים,
ִ
2 Chr 24:27); “The Book of the Kings of Israel and Judah” (יהּודה
ָּ ִּשר ֵאל ו
ָּ ִּ ֵס ֶפר ַמ ְל ֵכי־י, 2 Chr 27:7; 35:27; 36:8).
15
Martin Noth, The Deuteronomistic History, JSOTSupp 15 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1981), 63// idem.,
Überlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien (Tübingen: Max Niemeyer, 1957), 72. This did not prevent Noth from opining
the character of these sources as mediated forms of the official court annals. Nevertheless, Noth’s greater concern
was how the incorporation of these sources affected Dtr’s theological outlook, so they were not of primary
importance to him.
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mention them. Are they source citations or do they serve another purpose, such as functioning
rhetorically? What purpose do they serve in the books of 1-2 Kings? Do they offer any indications about
the redaction of material from these sources into 1-2 Kings, if indeed the allusions to them are source
citations? To begin, it will be helpful to discuss the literary context of the citations in question.

The Citations within the Text of 1-2 Kings
The lone citation of SRC and the frequent citations of IRC and JRC are found within a framework
that envelops the narrative of nearly every king. Shoshana R. Bin-Nun has noted that the framework
contains three basic elements: 1) introductory formulae with the length of the king’s reign, 2) formulae
evaluating the king, and 3) formulae for the conclusion of the king’s reign.16 Scholars have long
scrutinized the formulae of 1-2 Kings and have argued that in them lies a key to the redactional and
textual history of 1-2 Kings. They have noticed the varying, and often inconsistent, presentation of the
formulae, suggesting the complex compositional history behind these books.17 The minutiae of these
arguments need not detain us here, except where pertinent. The basic threefold structure of the
schema enumerated by Bin-Nun, regardless of variations within each component of the schema,
remains consistently throughout the text of 1-2 Kings and provides an instructive feature to determine
the nature of the original Hebrew chronicles.
Part one of the framework begins by noting the accession year of each king, introducing it with a
synchronism (until after the fall of Israel). This feature involves listing the year of the king’s counterpart

16

Shoshana R. Bin-Nun, “Formulas From Royal Records of Israel and of Judah,” VT 18 (1968): 418.
Bin-Nun contends for varying source material behind these fluctuations in ibid. Trebolle has, in part, looked at
the formulae to determine issues with textual transmission in 1-2 Kings. See Julio C. Trebolle-Barrera, “Textual
Criticism and the Literary Structure and Composition of 1-2 Kings/3-4 Reigns. The Different Sequence of Literary
Units in MT and LXX,” Septuaginta (2012): 55–78. Most, however, have seen the regnal formulae as an indicator of
the redaction history of the book. See Helga Weippert, “Die ‘deuteronomistischen’ Beurteilungen Der Könige von
Israel Und Juda Und Das Problem Der Redaktion Der Königsbücher,” Biblica 53 (1972): 301–39; Iain W. Provan,
Hezekiah and the Book of Kings: A Contribution to the Debate about the Composition of the Deuteronomistic
History (Berlin, New York: DeGruyter, 1988); Baruch Halpern and David S. Vanderhooft, “The Editions of Kings in
the 7th-6th Centuries B.C.E.,” HUCA 62 (1991): 179–244; Richard D. Nelson, The Double Redaction of the
Deuteronomistic History (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1981), 29–42.
17
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in the neighboring nation, either Israel or Judah. Thus, “In the X year of King RN1 of Israel/Judah, RN2,
son of RN3 of Judah/Israel, began to reign.//יִּש ָּר ֵאל
ְ /הּודה
ָּ ְ ֶמלֶ ְך י... ֶבנ־...הּודה ָּמלַ ְך
ָּ ְי/ ֶמ ֶלְך יִּ ְש ָּר ֵאל... ְ ל...” ִּב ְשנַ ת
becomes a typical formulation for the introduction of a king’s reign throughout 1-2 Kings. Nevertheless,
Bin-Nun has noted variations in the accession formulae between the Northern and Southern Kingdoms.
Israel retains two distinct formulae. The first involves only the sum of the king’s years after the
synchronism. For example, in 1 Kgs 15:33, Baasha’s reign is introduced with by the following: “In the
third year of Asa, king of Judah, Baasha, son of Ahijah reigned over all Israel in Tirzah, fourteen years (he
reigned).//ל־כל־יִּ ְש ָּר ֵאל ְב ִּת ְר ָּצה ֶע ְש ִּרים וְ ַא ְר ַבע ָּשנָּ ה
ָּ נ־א ְִּחיָּ ה ַע
ַ ְהּודה ָּמלַ ְך ַב ְע ָּשא ֶב
ָּ  ִּב ְשנַ ת ָּשֹלש ְל ָּא ָּסא ֶמ ֶלְך י.” The
second is comprised of both a notice of accession with synchronism and a notice of the length of his
reign. Thus just a few verses prior in 1 Kgs 15:25, Nadab’s accession is noted with the following:
“And Nadab, son of Jeroboam, reigned over Israel in the second year of Asa, king of Judah.
And he reigned over Israel two years.// וְ נָּ ָּדב ֶבן־יָּ ָּר ְב ָּעם ָּמ ַלְך ַעל־יִּ ְש ָּר ֵאל ִּב ְשנַ ת ְש ַתיִּ ם ְל ָּא ָּסא ֶמ ֶלְך
הּודה וַ יִּ ְמֹלְך ַעל־יִּ ְש ָּר ֵאל ְשנָּ ָּתיִּם
ָּ ְי.”
The formula of accession for Judahite kings is similar to the first Israelite formula in that it begins with
the synchronism, but is bipartite like the second Israelite formula. It also includes further information,
such as the age of the king at accession and the queen mother. For example, Abijam’s accession is
introduced in 1 Kgs 15:1-2 in the following manner:
“In the eighteenth year of King Jeroboam, son of Nebat, Abijam reigned over Judah. Three
years he reigned in Jerusalem. And the name of his mother was Ma’acah, daughter of
Abishalom.// הּודה ָּשֹלש ָּשנִּ ים ָּמ ַלְך
ָּ ְִּב ְשנַ ת ְשמֹנֶ ה ֶע ְש ֵרה ַל ֶמלֶ ְך ָּי ָּר ְב ָּעם ֶבנ־נְ ַבט ָּמ ַלְך ַ ְא ִּביָּ ם ַעל־י
ישלֹום
ָּ ת־א ִּב
ְ ַ ירּוש ָּלם וְ ֵשם ִּאמֹו ַמ ַע ְַכה ַב
ָּ ב.”
ִּ 18

18

Bin-Nun, “Formulas,” 418–19. To this formulaic presentation, Bin-Nun notes that only Rehoboam and
Jehoshaphat’s accession formulae begin with the king’s names, as opposed to beginning with the synchronism. See
1 Kgs 14:21 and 1 Kgs 22:41, respectively. Rehoboam would not receive a synchronism as the first king of Judah.
The case of Jehoshaphat is more curious, as his accession occurs in the fourth year of Ahab’s reign. This derivation
from the Judahite formula can be explained in the historian’s aversion to Ahab or in an idiosyncrasy in the
underlying source.
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Aside from these structural variations between the two nations’ accession formulae, Bin-Nun
has noticed a significant difference in the presentation of the number of years between the kingdoms. In
the Israelite accession formulae, the number of years reigned always occurs at the end of the formula,
after the verb “he reigned//מ ַלְך.”
ָּ For example, note the order for the accession notice of Jeroboam II in
2 Kgs 14:23:
“In the fifteenth years of Amaziah, son of Joash, king of Judah, Jeroboam, son of Joash,
king of Israel, reigned in Samaria forty-one years.// ן־יֹואש ֶמ ֶלְך
ָּ שרה ַל ַא ְַמ ְציָּ הּו ֶב
ֵ ש־ע
ֶ ִּב ְשנַ ת ַח ֵמ
הּודה ָּמלַ ְך ָּי ָּר ְב ָּעם ֶבן־יֹוָּ ש ֶמלֶ ְך־יִּ ְש ָּר ֵאל ְבש ְֹמרֹון ַא ְר ָּב ִּעים וְ ַא ַחת ָּשנָּ ה
ָּ ְ”י
On the contrary, Judahite accession formulae occur before the verb.19 Observe the word order in the
accession formula of Amaziah in 2 Kgs 14:2:
“He was twenty-five years old at (the beginning of) his reign, and twenty-nine years he
reigned in Jerusalem…//רּוש ָּלם
ָּ ן־ע ְש ִּרים וְ ָּח ֵמש ָּשנָּ ה ְב ָּמ ְלכֹו וָּ ֵת ַשע ָּשנָּ ה ָּמלַ ְך ִּב
ֶ ”ב
ֶ
To Bin-Nun, this indicates a difference in sources, and the historian of Kings has preserved the
order and formulae from his sources for each respective kingdom while creating the synchronizations
found in the text.20 Bin-Nun argues specifically that he has synchronized data from king lists of each
nation. She notes that listing the years reigned for a king is characteristic only of a king list.21 However,
on this point, we must point out that this is in fact a feature of several chronicles.22 Although the length
of a king’s reign does not appear alongside the accession formulae, it does typically appear at the

19

Ibid., 420. Nelson criticizes Bin-Nun here by claiming that she is mistaken in offering a parallel in the formulae
between “Samaria” of the Israelite formulae and “Judah” of the Southern formulae, as the parallel for Judah in the
Israelite formulae is “Israel” and the parallel for Samaria in the Southern formulae is “Jerusalem.” Yet I cannot find
where Bin-Nun claims that the difference between the formulae has to do with the placement of the number of
years reigned in relationship to the cities. Rather, her focus is on the placement of the number of years reigned in
relationship to the verb מ ַלְך.
ָּ See Nelson, Double Redaction, 30.
20
Bin-Nun, “Formulas,” 421–22.
21
Ibid., 423–24.
22
ABC 1:i.12, 15, 22, 25-26, 30, 39; ii.24, 43; iii.14-15, 24, 26; iv. 12, 32; ABC 5:obv.9; ABC 14:17; ABC 15:20-21. On
a related point, although Bin-Nun acknowledges several variants in the footnotes of her article, I would be
interested to see how, or even if, she thinks the variants in chronology between the Septuagint versions and the
MT affect her thesis.
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conclusion for each king. Nevertheless, Bin-Nun contends that a historian of 1-2 Kings has worked this
information from these king lists into his framework by only slightly adding prosaic elements to it. The
differences between the formulae of the two kingdoms are substantiated from other similar data
throughout the Old Testament. The Israelite formulae bear a remarkable resemblance to the formulae
found in Judges.23 See, for example, the notice of Tola, son of Puah, in Judg 10:2:
“And he judged Israel twenty-three-years.//”וַ יִּ ְשפֹט ֶאת־יִּ ְש ָּר ֵאל ֶע ְש ִּרים וְ ָּשלש ָּשנָּ ה

To this may be added that the Tyrian King List preserved by Josephus also exhibits a similar formula to
the Northern Kingdom’s order, with the year at the end of each line of the list:
“And after the death of Abibalus, his son Hiram assumed the kingdom. He lived fifty-three
years and reigned thirty-four.//τελευτησαντος δε διεδεξατο την βασιλειαν αθτοθ ο υιος
Ει’ρωμος, ος βιωσας ετη νγ εβασιλευσεν ετη γδ.24
This comports with Phoenician influence upon the Northern Kingdom as presented in the Ahab cycle and
suggested through the archaeological discoveries at Samaria.25 The accession formulae of the Southern
Kingdom continue the basic order of accession in 1-2 Samuel with the number of years before the
verb,26 as we see, for example, in the accession notice for Ishbosheth in 1 Sam 13:1:
“Forty years old was Ishbosheth, son of Saul, at (the beginning of) his reign over Israel,
and two years he reigned…”// ּוש ַתיִּ ם ָּשנִּ ים
ְ ן־שאּול ְב ָּמ ְלכֹו ַעל־יִּ ְש ָּר ֵאל
ָּ ן־א ְר ָּב ִּעים ָּשנָּ ה ִּאיש־ב ֶֹשת ֶב
ַ ֶב
...”מ ַלְך
ָּ
Therefore, we observe two different traditions of keeping recording accessions and lengths of reigns
present in 1-2 Kings, and it appears, based on Bin-Nun’s hypothesis, that a historian of 1-2 Kings has

23

Ibid., 420.
Josephus. Ag. Ap. I.117-118. For the whole king list, see 116-126. It must be noted that Josephus obtained this
list from Menander of Ephesus, so the formulaic order of the king list could have been corrupted in transmission.
However, the syntactic presentation of the formulae in the Greek reads less as prose and more as a list. This must
be attributed to the copying, rather than adaptation, of the Tyrian King List.
25
See especially 1 Kgs 16:31. For a brief summary of the archaeological discoveries in Samaria, see Philip J. King
and Lawrence E. Stager, Life in Biblical Israel, ed. Douglas A. Knight, LAI. (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2001),
22.
26
Bin-Nun, “Formulas,” 420–21.
24
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utilized such lists from each Kingdom to compose the accession formulae, one from Israel and one from
Judah.27
We must then ask, are these king lists the sources identified in the text as SRC, IRC, and JRC?
First, no such accession formula exists for the reign of Solomon. We are only told of Solomon’s length of
reign after his death,28 which would not be consistent with the presentation of the formulae in 1-2
Kings. Moreover, the length given for Solomon’s reign is forty years, which is identical to the number of
years for David’s reign29 and likely typological. David and Solomon, in fact, both receive a similar notice
with the length of regnal years cited after their deaths, but David does not receive a source citation as
Solomon does. It is inconceivable that the historian of 1-2 Kings would offer similar chronological
information for both kings, but only cite a source for one, if indeed these data were both drawn from
sources. Yet, the historian of 1-2 Kings has used a source in narrating Solomon’s reign that has no
counterpart in the narrative of David’s reign.
Also, we must examine the reigns of those kings who have not received this source citation but
are given accession information. The reigns of Jehoram of Israel and Ahaziah of Judah are introduced
before Jehu’s coup in 2 Kgs 9-10, and both receive stereotypical formulae for accession.30 Nevertheless,

27

Several recent studies have confirmed with Bin-Nun that a historian of 1-2 Kings utilized a king list for his source.
See Erik Eynikel, The Reform of King Josiah and the Composition of the Deuteronomistic History (Leiden: Brill,
1996), 124–25; Nadav Na’aman, “The Sources Available for the Author of the Book of Kings,” in Recenti Tendenze
Nella Ricostruzione Della Storia Antica d’Israele: Convego Internazionale: Roma, 6-7 Marzo 2003 (Rome: Accademia
nazionale dei Lincei, 2005), 111; Van Seters, In Search of History: Historiography in the Ancient World and the
Origins of Biblical History, 297; Baruch Halpern, The First Historians: The Hebrew Bible and History (San Francisco:
Harper & Row, 1988), 215. Halpern’s views, however, appear to have changed on this matter. In an article coauthored with David S. Vanderhooft, he argues that the more likely scenario is that chronicles with king lists
incorporated within them were used as sources for 1-2 Kings, and the existence of king lists within 1-2 Kings is
uncertain. See Halpern and Vanderhooft, “Editions of Kings,” 197. Gressmann anticipated Bin-Nun’s argument at a
much earlier date. However, contrary to Bin-Nun and similarly to the earlier view of Halpern, he believes this king
list was synchronized before its introduction into 1-2 Kings. See Hugo Gressmann, Die Älteste Geschichtsschreibung
und Prophetie Israels: Von Samuel Bis Amos Und Hosea (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1910), xii.
28
1 Kgs 11:41
29
1 Kgs 2:11
30
2 Kgs 3:1; 8: 25-26
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after Jehu leads the assassination plots against both rulers, we do not see the expected concluding
formulae for their reigns. Jehoram’s gruesome death and burial is narrated in a narrative, not banal or
stereotypical, manner.31 Ahaziah’s death and burial, however, is more plainly reported. His murder is
less detailed and his burial is noted in a more stereotypical fashion than Jehoram’s.32 We even receive a
synchronism for his notice of successor, which was already noted by a conflicting report in chapter 8.33
Despite the chronographic flavor of the narrative of Ahaziah’s death, peculiar though it may be, neither
he nor Jehoram receive a source citation of IRC or JRC in their concluding formula as we expect. Further,
we find accession data for Jehoahaz of Judah, Jehoiakin, and Zedekiah,34 three of the last four kings of
Judah, each of whom was captured and exiled. But in none of their narratives do we see a stereotypical
concluding formula with a citation of JRC. In the sequence of the final kings of Judah, only Jehoiakim’s
narrative contains a citation of JRC.35 Thus, common to the narratives of all five of these kings are
stereotypical accession formulae, but no mention of IRC or JRC.
Why would the source citations be omitted for these kings? Two options are before us. On the
one hand, the historian may not have had information on these kings from IRC and JRC so he would not
have cited these sources. On the other hand, information on these kings could have been removed
either in IRC and JRC or in the final text of 1-2 Kings for polemical purposes. Indeed, each of these rulers
is evaluated negatively by the Deuteronomistic Historian.36 If the latter option is the case, we would not
be able to rule out the idea that king list data could have appeared as part of these sources.37

31

2 Kgs 9:24-26
2 Kgs 9:27-28
33
2 Kgs 9:29 contrasts with 8:25. This confusion has led to much discussion for those who attempt to reckon with
the chronology of 1-2 Kings.
34
2 Kgs 23:31; 24:8, 18, respectively
35
2 Kgs 24:5
36
2 Kgs 3:2; 8:27; 23:32; 24:9, 19. This is, of course, not to say that every negatively-evaluated king does not have a
source citation, for this would not be true. Rather, there must be something particularly egregious about these
kings in the eyes of the Deuteronomistic Historian that he would withhold certain information and source citations.
37
Thus Halpern, First Historians, 215.
32
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From these observations, we have observed that the Hebrew chronicles are not to be identified
directly with king lists. However, Bin-Nun and others have demonstrated the likelihood that data with
origins in king lists have been included in the final form of 1-2 Kings.
The second element of a king’s formulaic presentation is given after the accession formula and
assesses the king from the perspective of his adherence to the Torah.38 It is here that we see whether a
king did “the right/”היָּ ָּשר
ַ or “the evil/ ָּה ַרעin the eyes of YHWH/ב ֵעינֵ י יְ הוָּ ה,”
ְ whether or not he tolerated
illicit sanctuaries (especially the “high places/)"במֹות,
ַ and how he compared to his ancestors. These
evaluations have proven significant for many scholars attempting to discern redactional layers of the
Deuteronomistic History.39 All scholars consulted discern that these evaluations are the product of a
historian’s judgment, rather than emanating from a particular source.40 Indeed, no known relevant

It must also be noted that Athaliah’s reign receives neither an accession formula nor a citation of JRC.
Indirectly, we are told that she reigned for six years (2 Kgs 11:3), but there is no other expected information
regarding her accession (synchronism, age, name of mother). The lack of a concluding formula and a source
citation in tandem with this leads to a wholly narrative presentation of her reign. If indeed 1-2 Kings is structured
on chronographic sources, either they are lacking for Athaliah’s reign or have been excised from the record.
38
There are only a few instances in which the judgment formula does not appear after the accession formula.
There are the following reigns: Jeroboam, whose narrative serves as the standard for the wicked actions of
succeeding kings; Rehoboam, for whom the entire nation of Judah is given an assessment rather than the king;
Omri, whose judgment (1 Kgs 16:25) appears after the notice of his purchase of Samaria; Elah, who only reigned
briefly and did not receive a judgment; Zimri, whose judgment formula (1 Kgs 16:19) appears after the note of his
insurrection; and Shallum, who, like Elah, reigned briefly and did not receive a judgment formula.
39
Cf. Frank Moore Cross, “The Themes of the Book of Kings and the Structure of the Deuteronomistic History,” in
Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic: Essays in the History of the Religion of Israel (Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP,
1973), 274–89; Weippert, “Die ‘deuteronomistischen’ Beurteilungen”; Helga Weippert, “Das Deuteronomistische
Geschichtswerk: Sein Ziel Und Ende in Der Neueren Forschung,” TR 50 (1985): 213–49; Antony F. Campbell, Of
Prophets and Kings: A Late Ninth-Century Document (1 Samuel 1-2 Kings 10), CBQMS. (Washington, DC: The
Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1986); Brian Peckham, The Composition of the Deuteronomistic History
(Atlanta: Scholar’s Press, 1985); Provan, Hezekiah and the Book of Kings; Halpern and Vanderhooft, “Editions of
Kings”; Ansgar Moenikes, “Deuteronomistischen Geschichtswerks,” ZAW 104 (1992): 333–48; Andre Lemaire,
“Vers L’historie de La Rédaction Des Livres Des Rois,” ZAW 98 (1986): 222–36. Each of these posits at least one preexilic redaction of the Deuteronomistic History. Noth is representative of those who argue only for exilic
redaction(s) in that these judgment formulae represent the exilic attitude towards monarchy. See Noth, The
Deuteronomistic History, 63//Noth, Überlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien, 72.
40
See especially Klaus-Peter Adam, “Warfare and Treaty Formulas in the Background of Kings,” in Soundings in
Kings: Perspectives and Methods in Contemporary Scholarship, ed. Mark Leuchter and Klaus-Peter Adam
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2010), 39; Lester Grabbe, “Mighty Oaks," 162; Van Seters, In Search of History, 297; Levin,
“Synchronistische Exzerpt,” 629. I am not aware of any scholar who sees the judgment formulae as part of a preDeuteronomistic source.
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historiographical source external to the Bible contains such explicit judgments on rulers. So, in the
following, we will remain cautious as to the provenance of the regnal evaluations.
The third element of the framework, the closing formulae, typically occur after the narrative of a
king and include these elements in the following order: 1) the source citation, 2) death and burial
formula, and 3) notice of successor. However, this formula also is not consistent. As we have noted
above, some kings do not receive a concluding formula. In the case of murdered kings, these often do
not receive a death and burial formula or notice of a successor.41 These kings also preserve an active
voice for the burial (“they buried him// )וַ יִּ ְק ְב ֻרהּוof the king, whereas other burials are presented in the
passive voice (“he was buried”//)וַ יִּ ְקבֹר. In addition, the order could be reversed, as it is for Joash of
Israel, for whom we are given a death notice, then the name of his successor, and then finally his burial
place.42 The concluding formulae for both Solomon and Jeroboam include their total years reigned in the
middle of their concluding formulae, and Jeroboam receives no death notice.43 A king’s concluding
formula could also have further information included between elements 1 and 2. For example, in 2 Kgs
14:19, we have detailed information about the rebellion leading to Amaziah’s death.44 Finally, the source
citation itself can come in varied forms. The historian often, yet irregularly,45 adds further information

41

However, Jehoram of Israel (2 Kgs 8:21) and Joash (2 Kgs 12:21b) are murdered and do receive the expected
formulae for death, burial, and succession. The case of Josiah in 2 Kgs 23:30 must also be noted, as Josiah dies
violently in battle but the text takes great care to note that the מ־ה ָּא ֶרץ
ָּ  ַעplace his successor on the throne. Further,
Jehoshaphat’s narrative does not include a notice of his successor, despite the fact that he did not meet a violent
death. This further witnesses to the high irregularity of the closing formulae. Suriano has conducted a helpful study
to explain the phenomenon of irregular death, burial, and succession notices in Matthew J. Suriano, The Politics of
Dead Kings: Dynastic Ancestors in the Book of Kings and Ancient Israel, FAT 48 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010).
Suriano argues here that the death and burial formulae function to legitimate successors, and thus their dynasties.
42
2 Kgs 13:13
43
I Kgs 11:41-43; 14:19-20, respectively
44
Also see 1 Kgs 14:31 (Rehoboam’s mother’s name is included); 15:23, 32; 22:46; 2 Kgs 12:20-21a; 15:12; 23:2930
45
Halpern and Vanderhooft have argued that the closing formulae are indicators of a shift in redaction.
Specifically, the notice that there is added information to the source citation with great kings of Judah, Asa,
Jehoshaphat, and Hezekiah, yet none with Josiah. To them this is one indicator of a Hezekiah redaction. See
Halpern and Vanderhooft, “Editions of Kings,” 216–21.
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concerning a given king that the reader may find in SRC, IRC, and JRC. Usually, this added information
concerns the king’s “might/בּורתֹו
ָּ ְג,” as well as battles and building projects, among other regnal
activities.46 The expected  ַהְלֹאwhich introduces the source citation is replaced five times with the
analogous particle הנָּ ם.
ִּ 47 Variations like these lead Richard Nelson to remark that the formulae in 1-2
Kings, though sometimes a result of changes in the sources and sometimes purposeful, mostly “occur
quite randomly.”48 Thus, we notice the irregularity of the closing formulae throughout 1-2 Kings, but can
nonetheless discern that the historian has intentionally chosen to conclude the narrative of a king with a
closing framework.
Can we then link the sources known as SRC, IRC, and JRC, which are cited in the closing
formulae, to the material that surrounds them? Given that the citations of these chronicles all occur in
conjunction with the closing formulae, this provides substantial groundwork to identify these sources
with the surrounding data. An important issue is the nature of this connection. Also, since the citation
formula itself refers to the “remainder/ "יֶ ֶתרof the deeds of each king that can be found in SRC, IRC, and
JRC, it is safe to assume that the historian of 1-2 Kings has only selected excerpts from these sources to
utilize in the narrative of each king. Yet, there may also be more data connected to these sources
embedded in text of 1-2 Kings. This study will investigate this possibility.

The Genre of SRC, IRC, and JRC
So then, for what kind of literature are we searching? It is apparent that we must link the death
and burial formulae, as well as the information concerning a king’s successor, to SRC, IRC, and JRC. This

46

1 Kgs 11:41; 14:19; 15:23; 16:5, 20, 27; 22:39, 46; 2 Kgs 10:34; 13:8, 12; 14:28; 15:15; 20:20
1 Kgs 14:19; 2 Kgs 15:11, 15, 26, 31. On the similarity of these two particles, see GKC §150.e. Given the
interchangeability of these and the significance for a later stage of my argument, I have refrained from translating
them here.
48
Nelson, Double Redaction, 35–36. However, Nelson argues on 36-42 that the exilic redactor of 1-2 Kings retains a
more rigid formula.
47
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provides our starting point for the literary style that distinguishes these sources. We also may surmise
that, where the historian indicates additional information that reader may find in the original sources
(that is, the information in the formulae following )יֶ ֶתר, we should include such data our analysis. This
includes the following: wisdom, might (presumably military prowess), building projects, and
insurrections.
Further, we must note what this information is not. It is not consistent with information
resembling king lists from the opening formulae for each king. King list data, as we have seen from king
lists in other ancient Near Eastern cultures, is briefer than the information we purport to belong to SRC,
IRC, and JRC. King lists also do not contain any reports of a king’s activities, only their names and the
dates of their reigns. Neither does the information for which we are searching likely contain evaluations
of the kings as we see in the judgment formulae. Such assessments do not belong to chronographic
data, which report events, not judgments. There also appear in 1-2 Kings larger complexes of judgments
from the hand of a historian that are clearly not of the chronographic sort under investigation here.49
These are far too detailed and expansive to belong to a chronographic text, in addition to their biased
presentations. We must also distinguish this literature from the prophetic narratives, including the
cycles of Nathan (1 Kgs 1:11-37), Jehu ben Hanani (1 Kgs 16:1-4), the man of God from Judah (1 Kgs 13),
Ahijah (1 Kgs 14:1-18), Elijah (1 Kgs 17-19; 21; 2 Kgs 1-2:18), the anonymous prophets who denounce
Ahab (1 Kgs 20:13-22, 35-43), Micaiah (1 Kgs 22:1-38), Elisha (1 Kgs 19:19-21 (in combination with
Elijah); 2 Kgs 2 (vv. 1-18 in combination with Elijah); 3:4-27; 4-8:15; 9-10:31; 13:14-21), Isaiah (2 Kgs
18:13-20:19),50 and Huldah (2 Kgs 22:3-20). Although this removes a large amount of the text of 1-2
Kings and certainly an enormous corpus intriguing critical scholarship for centuries, its literary character

49

1 Kgs 11:1-40; 2 Kgs 17:7-41; 18:3-12; 21:2-18; 23:21-27
I include the section from 2 Kgs 18 because the parallel passage in Isa 36 reveals the connection of the story of
Sennacherib’s messengers to Isaiah’s prophecies. It also demonstrates a radically different literary character than
that under investigation here.
50
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is clearly different from the material under investigation here. Such stories center more on the activity
of the prophets than the kings, as is evident by the proliferation of oracles and the presentation of these
prophets as heroes. Though they appear in the third person, they also include dialogue and have
obvious literary trajectories with a definable plot. Similar to these are narratives of the kings
themselves.51
Based on the literature we have circumscribed for our study, we must characterize the material
likely found in the original Ḥebrew chronicles in the following fashion:


Verbs will be predominately in the third person.



The information must be tersely presented.



The data will focus on the king and matters of his reign. Both the titles of the works and the
information surrounding the source citations offer this clue.



Divine causation of historical events will not be overt; rather expressly political activity will
appear at the forefront of the narratives.



The information will appear in sequential, though disconnected, episodes. This is contrasted by
the narrative material, which presents whole episodes as a connected narrative.

51

1 Kgs 1:1-10; 1:38-3:28; 4:20-5:18; 8:1-21, 54-66; 9-10; 12; 2 Kgs 12:1-16; 23:1-20. For the reasons outlined here,
I cannot agree with those few scholars who have contended that the narrative material belongs to the proposed
Hebrew chronicles. See Sigmund Mowinckel, “Israelite Historiography,” ASTI 2 (1963): 4–26; Edward F. Campbell
Jr., “A Land Divided: Judah and Israel from the Death of Solomon to the Fall of Samaria,” in The Oxford History of
the Biblical World, ed. Michael D. Coogan (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 206–41; Johann Gottfried
Eichorn, Introduction to the Study of the Old Testament (London: Spottiswoods and Co., 1888); Begrich, Die
Chronologie Der Könige von Israel Und Juda. Wellhausen also notes this as characteristic of the scholarship of his
day. See Julius Wellhausen, Prolegomena to the History of Israel (Edinburgh: Adam & Charles Black, 1885), 186–88.
Specifically concerning SRC, see John Bright, A History of Israel, 3rd ed. (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1981), 219;
Herbert Butterfield, The Origins of History (Basic Books, 1981), 108; John Gray, I & II Kings: A Commentary, OTL.
(Philadelphia: Westminster John Knox, 1963), 23–24; Jacob Liver, “The Book of the Acts of Solomon,” Bib 48
(1964): 79. Liver’s concern is only the wisdom tales of Solomon. He excludes the remainder of the narrative
material about Solomon from SRC.
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The information will be objective in its assessment of historical activity. We see this in the
honest presentation of insurrections and deaths of the kings.

In addition to defining this genre based on the limited material surrounding the source citations,
chapter three will introduce the same or similar features in ancient Near Eastern parallels. While other
recent scholars argue that the material in the royal chronicles is limited in 1-2 Kings, I will argue that
substantially more data from these sources appear in 1-2 Kings than many will admit.
Before we continue, we must address the debated connection of SRC to IRC and JRC. In 1 Kgs 11:41,
SRC receives the title “The Book of the Chronicles of Solomon// ֵס ֶפר ִּד ְב ֵרי ְשֹלמֹה,” contrasting to titles of
IRC and JRC, “The Book of the Chronicles of the Days//ס ֶפר ִּד ְב ֵרי ַהיָּ ִּמים.”
ֵ The lone difference in these
titles is the addition of “the Days//היָּ ִּמים.”
ַ This has led to numerous theories regarding the content of
the original SRC. Alfred Jepsen, for example, attributed the Temple-building pericope to SRC.52 Several
have surmised that most of Solomon’s history from 1-2 Kings, including the narrative material, was
sourced from the hypothesized SRC.53 Similarly, Mark Leuchter argues that a different compositional and
reading process is involved with material attributed to the original SRC, in contrast to material proposed
to be from IRC and JRC, in that it does not involve a “chronistic tradition.”54 Both Jacob Liver and S.R.
Driver take the notation of “his wisdom//"ח ְכ ָּמתֹו
ָּ in the further information for the reader to consult as
an indication of the kind of material found in SRC. Hence, ex hypothesi, every passage regarding the
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Jepsen, Die Quellen Des Königsbüches, 55–56.
Bright, A History of Israel, 219; Herbert Butterfield, The Origins of History (Basic Books, 1981), 108; John Gray, I &
II Kings: A Commentary, OTL. (Philadelphia: Westminster John Knox, 1963), 23–24; Sigmund Mowinckel, “Israelite
Historiography,” ASTI 2 (1963), 12. Mowinckel, in particular, notes the distinction between the titles, but the
content of these works does not seem to differ much, as the original SRC, IRC, and JRC all contain “anecdotic and
popular tales.” See similarity of terminology between pp. 7 and 12.
54
Mark Leuchter, “The Sociolinguistic and Rhetorical Implications of the Source Citations in Kings,” in Soundings in
Kings: Perspectives and Methods in Contemporary Scholarship, ed. Mark Leuchter and Klaus-Peter Adam
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2010), 123–24.
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renowned wisdom of Solomon55 was incorporated from SRC into 1-2 Kings.56 Moredechai Cogan takes
this a step further and includes also administrative documents, inventories, reports, stories, a “snippet
of a poem” (1 Kgs 8:12-13), and a “late legend” (10:1-13), as these are “unexampled in other parts of
Kings…”57 John Van Seters contends that SRC would have contained inscriptions relating to Solomon.58
Nadav Na’aman approaches SRC from a historical perspective, noting that in its ancient Near Eastern
milieu, we find several texts in the story of Solomon typical of contemporaneous scribal tradition
elsewhere. SRC would have thus functioned as a “school text” for scribal apprentices. Thus,
“The central theme of the work was Solomon's mobilization of the people and the building of the
capital city and peripheral towns, the lists of officials and district officers, the building of a chariot
force, the sale of the land of Cabul, and possibly also Solomon's negotiations with Hiram." 59

All of these scholars have noted the variance in citation formula, as well as the distinct
presentation and depth of Solomon’s reign compared to the reigns of other kings. Moreover,
scholars like Cogan, Van Seters, and Na’aman have drawn parallels from materials such as
inventories and Temple descriptions present in Solomon’s reign to other contemporaneous
ancient Near Eastern documents. Yet both the internal and external comparisons are insufficient
to explain the contents of SRC. Indeed, many sources may have been used, but we have no way
of connecting them specifically with SRC. As a result, others have remained cautious about the
separation of SRC from IRC and JRC.60
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Despite these suggestions, my working assumption will be that we have no need to
distinguish the genre of SRC from that of IRC and JRC. First, the citation of SRC in 1 Kgs 11:41 is
followed for the first time by a death and burial formula characteristic of IRC and JRC. Granted,
David also receives a death and burial formula, as well as a note of his years of reign in the same
manner as that of Solomon (1 Kgs 2:10-11).61 However, the succession formula that follows the
length of reign varies considerably from the others throughout 1-2 Kings. In 2:12, the historian
notes that Solomon “sat on the throne of David, his father//ל־כ ֵסא ַדוִּ ד ָּא ִּבו
ִּ יָּ ַשב ַע,” whereas the
other succession formulae utilize “his son, RN, reigned in his place// ְבנֹו ַת ְח ָּתיו...וַ יִּ ְמֹלְך.” To 2:12 is
also added that “his kingdom was firmly established//וַ ִּתכֹן ַמ ְל ֻכתֹו ְמאֹד.” The succession formula
in 2:12 does not appear schematic, and rather reads as the artistic license of a historian who
desires to exalt the beginning of Solomon’s reign. Moreover, as we have noticed, the number of
regnal years for both David and Solomon match and are suspiciously symbolic. Given these
factors and the unique similarities of the order in which their concluding framework is given, the
notice of David’s death must have been drawn from the beginning of the original SRC and the
number of regnal years crafted by the historian of 1-2 Kings. Therefore, Solomon’s death, burial,
and succession formulae in tandem with the citation of SRC signal that these formulae likely
originated from SRC, just as they do with the kings of Israel and Judah.
Another factor to add here is the variance of important textual witnesses against the
Masoretic Text for the title given to SRC. Both the Lucian Septuagint and multiple Vulgate
manuscripts title SRC “The Book of the Deeds of the Days of Solomon,” thus attributing to its
Vorlage  ַהיָּ ִּמיםas is included in the titles of IRC and JRC. Liver prefers the witness of the MT since
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the other Septuagint witnesses confirm the shorter title.62 However, three points are in order.
First, the Vulgate and the Lucianic Septuagint rarely agree (and nowhere else to my knowledge).
In fact, Jerome disdained Lucianic manuscripts as a reliable textual witness.63 These two
witnesses emanate from varying traditions, thus strengthening the case for the authenticity of
the longer title. Second, much work on textual criticism of 1-2 Kings has demonstrated that
Lucian provides a reliable textual witness for 1-4 Reigns.64 So we cannot dismiss the
disagreement of Lucian with other Septuagint witnesses out of hand as Liver as done. Third,
from a scribal standpoint it is possible that a scribe during the transmission of the texts known
to us as the Lucian Septuagint and the Vulgate would mistakenly add an equivalent of “the days”
to the title of SRC if he were already familiar with the titles of IRC and JRC. Yet we would have to
posit two separate scribes committing this same error. Just as likely is that, since this is the first
time a source is cited in 1-2 Kings, one element in such a lengthy construct phrase of the title
would be lost to the scribe hearing the title read. Consequently, I find there is more sufficient
evidence within the text of 1-2 Kings, as well as the textual witnesses, to favorably compare the
title SRC to the titles of IRC and JRC. What we see unfolding in these objections is that the
original SRC is an identical type of source to IRC and JRC. It is the genesis of the chronographic
tradition known as “the Chronicles of the Kings.” However, after the split of Israel into North
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and South following his reign, the scribes of each kingdom ventured to create distinctive
chronicles of their kings.
The preceding has argued that the closing formulae provide a helpful starting point for
our investigation into the character of SRC, IRC, and JRC. These formulae also indicate some of
the literary features of this source, which will aid us in identifying further material in 1-2 Kings
that has been incorporated from the proposed original chronicles into 1-2 Kings. Lastly, we have
seen that there is no need to posit that SRC was a different type of source from IRC and JRC.
Consequently, it will be included in our discussion alongside these other two sources.

Methodological Assumptions
Whatever one’s take on postmodernism, scholarship is indebted to its insistence upon an
interpreter of a text naming his or her worldview. Indeed, one’s perspective provides an inherent bias
towards the interpretation of a text. In that spirit, in this section I name my outlook on the text of 1-2
Kings. I do not approach the historicity of the text as fundamental to its truth claims. My faith tradition
does not claim as much.65 Yet, I concur with Provan and others that one’s method of historical
investigation should include the historical “testimony” of the biblical text.66 No matter how and when
biblical material was transmitted, we must have a default position of openness to the witness to the
ancient world from those who are more temporally and geographically proximate to it than we are from
our Western academic perches. Equally as important is that we discover the medium of the ancient
historian’s message through thorough examination of the literary genres with which he wrote. This
avenue of study is fruitful for determining the goals for which an ancient historian wrote. The present
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investigation is just this type of work: I will seek to uncover the genre with which the historian of 1-2
Kings attempted to testify to his past.
This is an epistemological assumption that will not appease some interpreters. Niels Peter
Lemche, for example, writes that we must only approach a history of Israel with the acknowledgment
that we indeed know very little.67 To rely on the Bible as a witness to the past would be to rely on “the
author who manipulated this history in their own interest.”68 Lemche agrees that historical information
could be found in biblical literature, but the medium in which we have this information is compromised
from this historian’s perspective.69 To Lemche and others in the so-called “minimalist”70 camp, what we
can know about the history of the ancient world must come from “primary” sources, such as
archaeological and inscriptional finds. The Bible, on the other hand, is an ideological interpretation of
history and thus must be considered “secondary.”71
Nonetheless, even the so-called “primary” sources require interpretation. Each artifact under
investigation requires interpretation and does not speak for itself. Every interpreter will bring his or her
background knowledge and set of assumptions to an analysis of an artifact. Thankfully for us, we possess
the Bible, which provides us more than just one more voice on interpreting a text. It offers us an ancient
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witness to the world surrounding the artifact. That is, it provides an entire network of the historical,
social, and religious contexts that gave rise to this artifact. Of course, the perspective of a given
historical event detailed in the Bible will be biased from the viewpoint of the historian who produced
that particular text, but such perspectives are many within the Bible itself (take, for instance, the varying
approaches of the historians of Kings and Chronicles on the same historical events) and can nonetheless
illuminate the circumstances that gave rise to an historical event. In short, whenever we attempt to
understand the ancient world, interpretation does not cease. Texts and artifacts all require
interpretation, and the responsible historian will constantly seek to discern the relationships between
texts and artifacts witnessing to historical events. And, ultimately, our inherent biases play a significant
role in the starting point of our interpretations as historians. As Provan writes, even what we witness
from the minimalists is “faith in disguise.”72 The “faith” of this work will be that the testimony of the
Bible witnesses to ancient realities.
Furthermore, I hold to a traditional terminus ad quem for the composition of the primary layers
of 1-2 Kings. I do not believe 1-2 Kings is the work of a post-exilic historian writing a projected history of
his people from a time very distant from the events it portrays. Contra Auld,73 the linguistic setting of 12 Kings is not likely to be archaizing and neither is it convincingly demonstrable that 1-2 Kings is a work
of the post-exilic period. The plea for archaizing language is too cumbersome given the linguistic
accuracy in comparison with contemporaneous inscriptions, such as the Siloam Tunnel inscription.
Moreover, though there is inconsistency in plene spellings in both 1-2 Kings and 1-2 Chronicles, the
latter text still witnesses the plene form far more frequently than in 1-2 Kings.74 Even though Auld
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disagrees with the work of Steven McKenzie,75 he does not engage with the work upon which McKenzie
relies, that of Howard Ray Macy’s dissertation demonstrating the dependence of 1-2 Chronicles upon 12 Kings.76 Finally, as Christopher Rollston has argued, 1-2 Kings is exhibits the traits of a text dependent
upon authentic sources from the pre-exilic period.77 The further one pushes away the date of original
composition for 1-2 Kings from the pre-exilic period, the less likely such a reconstruction becomes.
In a similar vein, a major presupposition of chapter three is that I believe valid literary
comparisons can be made between the Old Testament and cuneiform sources. This is a question that
has preoccupied Assyriologists for well over a century with some finding literary parallels to the
extreme78 and others arguing for the study of cuneiform texts for their own sake,79 but which I believe
has found an appropriate answer in the work of William H. Hallo.80 Hallo mediates these two extremes
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by contending that interpreters must compare like entities. That is, “commensurate qualities,” such as
the Hebrew text and either an artifact discovered in Palestine or a text with similar literary form found in
an archive from Assyria, are acceptable objects for comparison to the Old Testament. An artifact from a
distant land at a distant time would not be acceptable.81 Rather, the interpreter should enumerate
contrasts as well as comparisons in order to provide an equitable analysis of the texts.82 This then yields
a “contextual approach,” which evaluates like texts and takes into consideration a multiplicity of factors,
thus avoiding a circular argument for parallels.

Method, Thesis, and Anticipated Implications
It may be obvious to some that I have not included in the above a discussion about my position
on the redaction of the Deuteronomistic History. Ever since the publication of Noth’s seminal work on
this subject,83 scholars working in Deuteronomy through 2 Kings have been obligated to weigh in on the
redaction of these texts. My hope with this project is not to approach my subject with a redactioncritical theory in mind. Rather, I hope that my results will have a bearing on further discussions of the
Deuteronomistic History. That is, I expect that an understanding of a historian’s incorporation (or not) of
material from the original chronicles into 1-2 Kings will reveal something about the redaction of these
two biblical books. Entering this study with any presuppositions on this matter would be irresponsible. I
desire rather to remain open on the redaction of the DtrH.
I prefer to begin before Noth and examine the works of scholars who have investigated the use
of the sources in 1-2 Kings. This will initiate the discussion in chapter two, as we will see that a solution

Scripture in Context III, ed. William W. Hallo, Bruce William Jones, and Gerald L. Mattingly (Lewiston, NY: Edwin
Mellen, 1990), 1–30.
81
Hallo, “Biblical History in Its Near Eastern Setting: The Contextual Approach,” 11–12. A similar argument is made
by Shemaryahu Talmon in Shemaryahu Talmon, “The ‘Comparative Method’ in Biblical Interpretation- Principles
and Problems,” in Congress Volume: Göttingen, 1977, ed. Walther Zimmerli, VTSup 29. (Leiden: Brill, 1991), 385–
86.
82
Hallo, “Compare and Contrast: The Contextual Approach to Comparative Literature,” 3.
83
Noth, Überlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien, 3-110 with English translation, The Deuteronomistic History.

Drew S. Holland 25
to this question has been attempted by various scholars of 1-2 Kings, particularly in Germany, since the
onset of the critical period. Noth’s perspective represents a seismic shift in the study of 1-2 Kings, and
his arguments will be noted. We will move on to examine how Noth’s influence has affected the various
attempts to identify these original sources. However, we will also examine the attempts of some more
recent scholars since Noth who have investigated the character of the Hebrew chronicles apart from
redactional theories.
Much of the research presented in chapter two below suggests ancient Near Eastern parallels to
the original chronicles. Thus, in chapter three, we will look to ANE historiography and weigh the
possibilities of an appropriate contextual comparison to these sources. In particular, it will become
apparent that the texts of the neo-Babylonian chronicles bear a striking resemblance to much of the
material we find in 1-2 Kings fitting the literary description of SRC, IRC, and JRC above. Using Hallo’s
method, I will enumerate the similarities and differences to surmise the degree to which we can
incorporate our knowledge of the neo-Babylonian chronicles into our study of SRC, IRC, and JRC.
Chapter four will examine both the text of 1-2 Kings itself and other biblical texts to determine if
they can confirm or deny the existence of Hebrew chronicle material in 1-2 Kings. Specifically, we will
consider how source citations are used in the Old Testament, the pragmatics of language usage in 1-2
Kings, parallel passages between 1-2 Kings and other biblical texts.
In the concluding chapter, we will review the preceding analysis and posit a history of the
Hebrew chronicles. Who wrote them? How did the biblical historian become acquainted with them? If
they were incorporated into the biblical text, how and when did this happen? Moreover, we shall
discover what the implications for this study are for the issues of historiography, biblical theology, and,
of course, the redaction of the Deuteronomistic History.
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The culmination of this study, the net of its presuppositions and methods, will suggest that a
historian of 1-2 Kings utilized the Hebrew chronicles as a source. Traces of these texts are manifest in
chronographic material found throughout 1-2 Kings, not only in the framework. This material assisted
the historian of 1-2 Kings in creating a history of his people that encompassed the entire span from
David to Jehoiakin. Without these sources, 1-2 Kings would appear as disconnected episodes of
prophets and kings. But with them, he is able to write an immense theological treatise underscoring
YHWH’s promise to the Davidic line. In essence, it is a work of history underscoring theology.

Drew S. Holland 27

Chapter 2- Literature Review
Scholarship of 1-2 Kings has, for the most part, taken seriously the idea that these books contain
source material. The references to the Solomonic Royal Chronicles, Israelite Royal Chronicles, and
Judahite Royal Chronicles have provided a clue to a historian’s use of sources, along with the theory that
the history reaches so far back into Israel’s past that at least one historian of 1-2 Kings made recourse to
texts that long predated him. Furthermore, the inclusion of lists and architectural data concerning the
Jerusalem Temple appear so mundane as not to emanate from the mind of a creative author alone. Only
in recent years have a few scholars doubted an historian’s use of sources, and the influence of their
theories on 1-2 Kings has been marginal.
This chapter will trace the history of the various approaches to determining the character of the
original Hebrew chronicles. As with most histories of scholarship in the realm of the Deuteronomistic
History, Martin Noth stands at a nodal point. However, we begin this investigation before and
contemporaneous with Noth. We observe that the question of sources in 1-2 Kings was a pertinent issue
for earlier scholars. After turning to Noth and his views, we move on to more recent scholarship and
acknowledge the wide chasm that exists between scholars on this particular question.
Scholars of all stripes have used a variety of methods to approach this question, sometimes
intersecting with one another. Some have turned to ancient Near Eastern parallels, others to literary
cues within the text, some to linguistic matters, and more than a few to educated guesses. I will
evaluate these methods and suggest a pathway to a fruitful investigation.
Additionally, the breadth of research into this question has been limited. Only Begrich and
Jepsen have composed a monograph-length investigation into the sources a historian used for 1-2
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Kings.1 Yet not even they focused solely on the character of the original SRC, IRC, and JRC. The interlude
since the publications of their works represents over fifty years without a thorough examination of the
sources used in 1-2 Kings. Scholars of 1-2 Kings have instead focused on literary issues pertaining to
redaction criticism, as well as the impressive gains in our knowledge of the ancient Near East in the last
century, which has turned to 1-2 Kings for either confirmation or counterclaims of historical events.
Most investigations of these three sources have come in the form of articles, book chapters, and
paragraphs in edited volumes. The following summary of scholarly approaches to this question should
help to consolidate these disparate arguments in one place, assessing their strengths and weaknesses as
we progress to consider an alternative approach. I treat them here in chronological order, as there are
too many conclusions and methodologies to classify authors by common approaches.

Early Critical Approaches in German-Speaking Scholarship
Early investigations into the character of the original SRC, IRC, and JRC are brief, though
numerous and bearing common concerns. In the earliest stages of the critical period, scholars operated
with the assumption that these texts were primary sources for 1-2 Kings.2 However, by the late
nineteenth century, scholars began to investigate the sources for 1-2 Kings in further depth. By 1873,
Otto Thenius argued for the existence of an excerpt, composed by the historian of 1-2 Kings himself,
which contained regnal data about the kings of Israel and Judah.3 For Thenius, the numerous
chronological errors are only explicable by emanating from an unofficial source. If the historian of 1-2
Kings drew directly from official documents, these errors would not be present. While Thenius did not
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explicitly name this excerpt as the original SRC, IRC, and JRC, it represents an early stage of scholars
questioning the sources used by the historian.
Wellhausen was the first to extrapolate on the character of SRC, IRC, and JRC in an exhaustive
manner. He argued that these Hebrew chronicles were independent from court documents. They were
drawn from official annals and contained the chronographic information the historian of 1-2 Kings used
to create the framework for his history. He does not elaborate on why he believes they were not the
official documents of the temple, but he does distinguish between such official “annals” and the
derivative “chronicles” of SRC, IRC, and JRC.4 Neither does he offer much of support to his estimation
that these three sources were actually part of one singular work with the titles added by the historian of
1-2 Kings.5 Later, Gustav Hölscher would pick up on this argument and note that these sources were all
part of one work because the concept of a title for a book in the ancient world is anachronistic.6
Regardless, Wellhausen draws together these three sources as identical genres and provides a rubric
from which scholars will begin to argue for their existence and character.
Hugo Gressmann’s study of Israelite historiography includes a brief discussion of SRC, IRC, and
JRC. He agrees that these sources were originally excerpts from palace daybooks and enhanced, thus
naming them “yearbooks” as opposed to the more mundane “daybooks.” Gressmann derives this idea
from a parallel with Egyptian daybooks, Babylonian chronicles, and Assyrian annals. 7 As with
Wellhausen, he provides an intriguing glimpse into these ancient Near Eastern parallels, but he does not
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provide enough information, given the broader scope of the work in which these comments appear, to
make a case for one historiographical type over another as a more fruitful medium of comparison.
Joachim Begrich represents the first scholar to offer a full-length argument on the sources
underlying 1-2 Kings in his Der Chronologie der Könige von Israel und Juda und die Quellen des Rahmens
der Königsbücher.8 Though his main concern is to reconcile the long-discussed issues of chronology in 12 Kings, his discussion of SRC, IRC, and JRC is of some importance. Begrich’s overarching theory is that
five distinct chronicles provide the chronology and framework for 1-2 Kings. This is due to Begrich’s
discovery of five chronological dating schemes within 1-2 Kings that, at many points, do not synchronize.
His proposed original SRC, IRC, and JRC were further unofficial sources upon which these five chronicles
were based. For Begrich, as for Thenius, SRC, IRC, and JRC could not have been official documents
because we would not otherwise have such difficulty in reconciling the chronology of 1-2 Kings.9
However, it is unclear why a historian would cite these books and not his five chronicles. Could the
mistakes in chronology simply be due to a historian’s misappropriation of the data from the original
Hebrew chronicles or from an error in these sources themselves? Begrich is not willing to entertain
these ideas.
Common to Begrich and others we have seen above is the insistence that the original SRC, IRC,
and JRC were not official documents, but rather summaries of these official documents. Yet these are
merely conjectures. Indeed, we do not have an exact parallel of such an excerpt in the ancient Near
East. Nor do we know what function it would have served. Similarly, the notion that these books are
part of the same document is debated, again without thorough reasoning to substantiate such claims.10
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What these early scholars do share is the assumption that these sources have some origin in the court,
whether through a Vorlage or not, and thus contain fairly reliable historical information.

Early Critical Approaches in English-Speaking Scholarship
Samuel Rolles Driver criticizes the scholarship of his time for settling on the idea of the original
SRC, IRC, and JRC as a separate body of literature from the official court annals, noting that they had
done so “not upon very decisive grounds.”11 Given the lack of extrapolation on their conclusions, we
must agree with his assessment. However, Driver does not offer his opinion on this matter. He does,
nevertheless, argue that the tradition behind these sources goes back to official court scribes.12 These
scribes constructed a book of daily events, from which SRC, IRC, and JRC get their Hebrew names.
Moreover, he describes such journals as “chronicles,” though we will come to see that this designation is
inaccurate.13 Regarding the original SRC, this work is of a different type of literature than IRC or JRC. It
still has political concerns, but also includes information about his wisdom, which the source citation in 1
Kgs 11:41 mentions.14 Driver has drawn different conclusions than the German scholars who preceded
him in examining this question, yet his deductions are equally as unsubstantiated as his predecessors
whom he critiques.
Following Driver, C.F. Burney proposes that SRC, IRC, and JRC were early “annals” underlying the
present work of 1-2 Kings and contributing to the framework of the text.15 He notices that the particle
אז,
ָ as well as the expressions ב ֵעת ָה ִהיא,
ְּ ביָ ָמיו,
ְּ and  ְּביָ ִמים ָה ֵהםoften occur in conjunction with “brief
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citation of facts from the Annals.”16 Thus he is able to identify sections of the text of 1-2 Kings that
emanate directly from SRC, IRC, and JRC. Nevertheless, he does not go so far as to list the verses that
come from these sources. Regardless, he locates the insertion of this material under the purview of
Wellhausen’s Deuteronomistic redactor, RD, who worked as a scribe under Josiah in his programmatic
reforms. Key to this assumption is the phrase “until this day” ()עד ַהּיֹום ַהזֵ ה,
ַ which implies the existence
of the kingdom of Judah, particularly in 1 Kgs 8:8; 9:21; 12:9; 2 Kgs 8:22; and 16:6, and frequently
appears alongside annalistic data.17 At the least, Burney provides the reader of 1-2 Kings with clues as to
the kind of material in the final form of the text that likely derives from SRC, IRC, and JRC, as well as a
plausible setting for the insertion of this material into 1-2 Kings.
James A. Montgomery’s research on the historical background to sources in 1-2 Kings represents the
first serious questioning of the sources for 1-2 Kings in English-speaking scholarship. In a 1934 article,
Montgomery argues for the prevalence of archival material throughout 1-2 Kings. Although he
acknowledges that the matter of synchronisms is disputed, he contends that the chronological and
genealogical data on each king comes from “authentic official material.”18
Further, he argues that grammatical cues introduce archival material into 1-2 Kings. He furthers
Burney’s work by thoroughly examining the particle “then” )( ָאז, which he notes appears thirteen times,
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often accompanied by a verb with the perfect aspect, rather than the expected imperfect.19 For
example, in 2 Kgs 14:8, this particle introduces diplomatic relations between Amaziah of Judah and
Jehoash of Israel:
“Then Amaziah sent messengers to Jehoash, son of Jehoahaz, son of Jehu, king of Israel,
saying, ‘Come, let us see one another face-to-face.’//ְּהֹואש ֶבן־
ָ ָאז ָש ַלח ַע ְַּמ ְּציָ ה ַמ ְּל ָא ִכים ֶאל י
יִש ָר ֵאל לֵ אמֹר ְּל ָכה נִ ְּת ָר ֵאה ָפנִ ים
ְּ הֹוא ָחז ֶבן־יֵ הּוא ֶמ ֶלְך
ָ ְּ”י
This particle serves to replace a definite date or circumstance from archival material. It finds a parallel in
Akkadian annals, in which this device is frequently used as the equivalent of “in that time.”20 Other
idioms, such as an asyndetic statement communicating some event,21 the demonstrative use of הּוא,22
and sentences with irregular syntax (such as noun-verb sequence)23 may also indicate a source from
lapidary or official materials.24 Even more significant to Montgomery is the presence of several perfect
forms with prefixed simple waws. He argues that this indicates material likely derived from
inscriptions.25 We see that Montgomery has noticed through a close reading of the Hebrew text several
grammatical signs that prompt the reader to material drawn from sources.
In his later commentary on 1-2 Kings, Montgomery specifically names SRC, IRC, and JRC among
the major sources the historian of 1-2 Kings used for his composition.26 He declares that these chronicles
were contemporaneously constructed and emanated from the court, where there arose in the united
monarchy a desire to understand history.27 Aside from the chronological data, he contends that the
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following extended narratives emanate from IRC and JRC: I Kgs 15:16-22, 27-28; 16:9, 10, 15-18, 31-32;
22:48-50; II Kgs 8:20-22; 10:32-33; 13:3, 5, 7, 24-25; 14:8-14, 19-20, 22, 25a, 28; 15:5, 10, 14, 16-17, 19;
16:5-9, 10-18; 18:4, 8, 13-16; 19:36-37; 23:29-30, 33-35; 24:1-2a, 7-17, 20b-25:21; 25:22-30.28
To Montgomery then we may attribute the first in-depth critical study of the sources used for 12 Kings. He analyzes the text by noting grammatical features that are indicative of lapidary and archival
materials, and furthermore makes this comparison to similar texts from Assyria. He understands this
material as official, contrary to much of the scholarship of his day, which viewed the direct sources for 12 Kings as an intermediate layer between the historian and official documents.
Many of Montgomery’s statements must be reevaluated in light of contemporary understanding
of the ancient world. First, recent research into scribal culture has questioned the location of the Bible’s
scribal activity. Whereas palace scribes were more focused on the day-to-day operations of the palace,
temple scribes produced a majority of the extant literature, including didactic, historical, epic, prophetic,
and religious texts. Thus, a temple setting for this kind of historical material is most likely.29 Van Seters
has also noted that the use of  ָאזin archival materials is absent in extant West Semitic inscriptions.30
Montgomery only equivocally argues that the perfect prefixed with the simple waw is a lapidary, rather
than a late feature of the Hebrew, thus weakening that part of his argument.31 Nevertheless, none of
this completely negates the full force of his argument that the historian of 1-2 Kings has drawn from
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some kind of source material, particularly SRC, IRC, and JRC. Moreover, Montgomery has made a
compelling case to draw parallels from the Mesha Stela, a Northwest Semitic text, for other grammatical
features and has drawn attention to the shifting literary features that distinguish blocks of literature in
the diverse amalgamation of literary forms in 1-2 Kings.

Alfred Jepsen and Later Support
At the same time Martin Noth was composing his Überlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien, Alfred
Jepsen, completely unaware of Noth’s work on the Deuteronomistic History, sought to discern the
sources behind 1-2 Kings. In his Quellen des Königsbuches,32 Jepsen argues that the first edition of 1-2
Kings is based on two primary sources, a long synchronistic chronicle (S) detailing the concurrent
histories of Israel and Judah from the time of the Kingdoms’ split until the exile of the Northern
Kingdom, and a Judahite “annal” (A). From these sources, the first redactor33 of 1-2 Kings took data on
the accession and death of kings that form the framework for the entire historiography. Jepsen finds a
close external parallel to his synchronistic chronicle in the so-called “neo-Babylonian Chronicle,”34 which
also details the reigns of two contemporary neighbor kingdoms, Assyria and Babylon in the eighth
century BCE.35 After the destruction of Samaria, the historian of 1-2 Kings used a separate Judahite annal
to complete his history.
This Judahite annal is none other than the combined document of SRC, IRC, and JRC. For Jepsen,
as with Wellhausen and Hölscher, these documents could not be separate. Rather, the linguistic
similarity between the “further” data mentioned in the source citations indicates that they were all of
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the same work.36 This is a tenuous argument considering that Solomon’s “wisdom” noted in the
remaining information of SRC in 1 Kgs 11:41 does not find agreement with the remaining information
noted for any king in IRC or JRC. However, it is only the final portion of this source that the historian uses
to frame the narrative of Judahite kings after the fall of Samaria.
For Jepsen, traces of data from the original SRC, IRC, and JRC can be found in the text, even in
the sections where the framework comes from the synchronistic chronicle. The remaining information
for each king in the source citations of SRC, IRC, and JRC offers clues to what was in this combined work.
So Jepsen surmises that the original Hebrew chronicles included details of heroic deeds, battles,
revolutions, building projects, the sin of Manasseh, and the wisdom of Solomon. Such parameters lead
Jepsen to conclude that the following information comes from the combined SRC, IRC, and JRC
document: I Kgs 6; 7; 14:25ff; 15:15ff, 21; 2 Kgs 12:5ff, 18ff; 16:9ff 14:8ff; 16:5; 18:14ff.37
One recent scholar has attempted to confirm Jepsen’s findings. Klaus-Peter Adam has provided
further support to Jepsen’s claim by demonstrating pre-exilic concerns, particularly military campaigns
involving both Kingdoms, in Jepsen’s scheme.38 Adam draws more parallels than Jepsen from
Mesopotamian sources that reveal concerns between both Babylon and Assyria.39 He also states that
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the citations of SRC, IRC, and JRC were only used to show the reader that sources were used, not that
we can determine the strata of these sources in the text.40 But the same criticism applies for both Adam
and Jepsen. That is, one must ask why, if a synchronistic chronicle was used, the historian of 1-2 Kings
did not cite it. The text repeatedly goes out of its way to mention SRC, IRC, and JRC, but there are no
explicit traces of a synchronistic chronicle. In addition, as we will continue to see in critiques of further
scholars, one must reckon with the numerous texts that are centered on the Northern Kingdom alone if
indeed the synchronism comes from a Judahite perspective. Although such a scheme does reduce the
number of sources one needs to posit, it ignores the citations of SRC, IRC, and JRC and the intricacies of
the Mesopotamian historiography used for a literary parallel.
Further, Günter Morawe examines literary features common to Jepsen’s proposed synchronistic
chronicle and neo-Babylonian chronicles.41 After introducing the components of the neo-Babylonian
source, he reveals how they parallel the framework of the kings in 1-2 Kings, particularly concerning the
accession, death, and succession of a king, and offer the possibility for comparison.42 Regrettably,
Morawe’s analysis of the neo-Babylonian chronicles has been found lacking by Assyriologists,43 and it
does not conclusively argue for why we must accept Jepsen’s scheme of a synchronistic chronicle rather
than the sources cited in the text. Yet Morawe has intuitively and astutely asserted the possibility of a
literary connection between the genre of neo-Babylonian chronicle and the framework of 1-2 Kings. This
only needs more complete analysis of the neo-Babylonian chronicles and a more thorough study of this
literary comparison.
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Common to Jepsen and his successors is an understanding that the original Hebrew chronicles
did not provide a basic source for the bulk of the narrative of 1-2 Kings. Traces of them are, however,
present in the text of 1-2 Kings in supplementary ways. Yet there are difficulties with these proposals.
First, as noted above, there is little clarity in this approach for understanding why the historian of 1-2
Kings would cite SRC, IRC, and JRC, and not a synchronistic chronicle. Also, as we have seen in chapter
one, there remains the possibility that much of the chronological data come from a king list and not a
chronicle. In fact, one issue common to both Jepsen and Adam is the inability to clearly define the
relationship between the text of 1-2 Kings and the various types of chronographic texts from
Mesopotamia. Morawe’s analysis attempted to remedy this gap, but as we have seen, unsuccessfully so.
Finally, we have not seen sufficient evidence to distinguish a synchronistic chronicle (S) from a separate
annal (A).44 The style of both of these hypothesized works is very similar. On a literary level, there is no
need to posit two distinct works that are not cited when the text already offers SRC, IRC, and JRC as
sources.

Martin Noth
In the first chapter of Noth’s venerable Überlieferingsgeschichtliche Studien, later translated into
English as The Deuteronomistic History, he spawns a reevaluation of redaction criticism in Old Testament
studies, and particularly in Deuteronomy-2 Kings, by demonstrating how an exilic historian used his
sources to shape a theological treatise in historical garb. No longer is a redactor one who takes a
“scissors-and-paste” approach to his sources, à la the compiler of the Pentateuch in the Wellhausian
scheme. Now the redactor is seen as someone who crafts these sources for a particular purpose by
including relevant portions of his sources and adding to them with editorial comments.
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Noth, then, addresses the sources Dtr (his lone redactor and author of the Deuteronomistic
History) and includes a brief summary of the original SRC, IRC, and JRC. Despite the novelty of Noth’s
work at large, he does not veer from the interpretive tradition he inherited as regards these sources. He
takes the approach of his German predecessors by viewing the three Hebrew chronicles intermediary
sources drawn from official annals. From them, Dtr drew his chronology and varying bits of information
about the kings. He limits the amount of material drawn from these sources, but notes that more was
taken from JRC than the other two. He does not, however, view SRC as a different kind of source than
the other two texts.45 Yet neither does he overtly take the route of Wellhausen and Hölscher of viewing
these texts as part of a single textual entity.46
The sections Noth believes were taken from the original SRC, IRC, and JRC, apart from the
chronological framework, include the following: 1 Kgs 12:25; 15:27-28; 16:9-12, 15-18, 21-22, 31bb, 34;
2 Kgs 14:25; 15:10, 14, 16, 19-20; 25, 30a.47 These sparse excerpts from SRC, IRC, and JRC mostly include
information about regime change, but also include notices that bolster some prophetic fulfillments. It is
unclear why Noth chooses these particular sections or if he draws from any external controls from the
ancient Near East. Nevertheless, Dtr’s purpose in quoting these sections is to present the imminent,
catastrophic end of kingship.48
Curiously, despite his claim that these sources were intermediary and not official sources, Noth
states, “We are not concerned to trace the development of the official annals into the ‘Books of the
Chronicles’ directly used by Dtr. and in any case this cannot be done conclusively.”49 Thus he has some
hesitation about the tradition of reading SRC, IRC, and JRC as (an) intermediate source(s), which he has
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inherited. Nonetheless, the idea of (an) intermediate source(s) does support his idea of a lay historian
writing from exile, so his assertion that these documents were not official reveals circular logic in this
instance. Moreover, he fails to note the locations in the text where the source citations are not present
and chronological data are. Noth’s estimation of these sources reinforces his thesis, but his investigation
into them is tendentious and fails to consider all the data.

Sigmund Mowinckel
In his work on ancient Israelite historiography, Mowinckel views the original SRC, IRC, and JRC as
deposits of oral literature. He assumes the work of many early German scholars by accepting them as
popular works derived from the official state annals, as well as IRC and JRC forming part of a unified
work, rather than two separate annals.50 We have noticed above the weaknesses of these arguments
and will not comment on them further. What is unique to Mowinckel is the transmission and dating he
assigns to his proposed original SRC, IRC, and JRC. For him, the original SRC is derived from the official
annals of a “history-minded official” either in the time of Solomon or shortly after his death.51 It contains
stories and sayings about the king, which the king desired to preserve.52 Mowinckel infers this by
drawing a comparison between this sort of composition and Old Norse king sagas.53 Important for him is
the idea that this marks the beginning of developed historiography in the ancient world.54
His proposed IRC and JRC, meanwhile, contain the accumulation of centuries of oral traditions,
including the prophetic narratives. He includes the prophetic narratives in this source because the
historian does not give any indication of using a prophetic source, or any other source than SRC, IRC, and
JRC.55 He locates the compositions of IRC and JRC after the fall of the respective empires, although he
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leaves room for JRC to have had pre-exilic origins. They serve as historical retrospectives from oral
traditions of the Kingdoms after their collapses.56 Thus, he contends for a two-stage composition of the
unified document, one for each Kingdom each composed at a single time, as opposed to an ongoing
history of each Kingdom recording contemporaneous events.
One strength of Mowinckel’s work is that it reminds us of the oral prehistory of most ancient
texts. Although it is difficult to pin down oral traditions, they precede most written documents on some
level or another. When reading 1-2 Kings, we must be aware of the notion that traditions would have
circulated orally within the scribal community, and even the community at large before being
committed to writing. Also, he notes that the burden of positing sources outside of SRC, IRC, and JRC
falls on the one who wants to contend for them. In short, we must address why a historian would cite
some sources and not others. Although he is alone in noting the inclusion of prophetic material in these
sources, he has nonetheless proposed a challenge to the counterclaim that must be addressed.
On the other hand, Mowinckel’s approach suffers from being anachronistic. His Old Norse
model for oral transmission is too far afield to offer a comparison to the textual development of 1-2
Kings, or even to ancient Near Eastern historiography in general.57 The textual development of
historiographic genres such as the neo-Assyrian annals and the neo-Babylonian chronicles all point to a
much more complicated history of transmission than Mowinckel posits.58
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John Van Seters
Putting literary and redaction criticism aside, Van Seters examines the Deuteronomistic History
as a work of ancient historiography in his 1983 work In Search of History: Historiography in the Ancient
World and the Origins of Biblical History.59 He views Dtr as historian operating in a similar fashion to
Herodotus by creatively using sources in order to portray his nation’s past.60 As such, Van Seters
thoroughly examines the ancient Near Eastern background of historiography and surmises parallel
sources used in the Deuteronomistic History.
Van Seters specifically addresses SRC, IRC, and JRC by acknowledging that the original versions
of these works helped to form the framework of 1-2 Kings. However, he does not believe that we can
attribute much material to these sources, as Herodotus also used chronographic sources only to provide
the parameters within which would include more legendary tales.61 These original Hebrew chronicles
find their closest parallel in the neo-Babylonian chronicles, which van Seters contends drew from various
sources to recreate the past.62 Van Seters agrees with Bin-Nun that Dtr must have used a king list.63 He
notes the different styles in regnal data presented throughout 1-2 Kings and claims with Bin-Nun that
this indicates two separate king lists as sources. Further, the chronological schema deviates from the
norm in ancient chronicles, with the exception of the Tyrian annals, by including the length of years
reigned before the narrative of the king. This suggests that we should separate king list data from
chronicle information in the text’s presentation of each king.64 I find Van Seters’s descriptions of the
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various historiographical genres instructive for identifying sources underlying the text. In addition, I
concur with his assertion that the Babylonian chronicles provide the most fruitful parallel for this
material in 1-2 Kings.
Where I diverge from Van Seters is his reconstruction of SRC, IRC, and JRC. He argues for two
sources, king lists and inscriptions, as templates for these later sources.65 As a result, the chronicles were
not “contemporaneously constructed”66 with the events they portray. They were rather created at a
time after the Judahite exile on the basis of these king lists and inscriptions. This is despite the fact that
he argues earlier that the astronomical diaries, documents which kept track of specific dates in
connection with astronomical phenomena, were templates for the Babylonian chronicles (the closest
parallel to his reconstructed SRC, IRC, and JRC.)67 And as we will see in the next chapter, the sources and
purpose for the Babylonian chronicles are not evident from the sources and are presently debated.
Presumably Van Seters links the chronicles to king lists and inscriptions because Israel and Judah did not
keep astronomical diaries, while we can be sure that king lists and inscriptions were maintained. Thus
king lists and inscriptions would be the only remaining sources from which original SRC, IRC, and JRC
could have been produced, rather than viewing these three as composed sui generis. Van Seters’s
assumption of king lists and inscriptions as the templates for SRC, IRC, and JRC is insubstantial, but it
nonetheless fits his scheme of a historian writing at a much later time than the pre-exilic period.
Van Seters’s study would also benefit from a more detailed analysis of the material he claims
comes from SRC, IRC, and JRC. Although he notes that little information comes from these sources, he
does not tell us what this information is, other than the data that would be drawn from inscriptions.68
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Similarly, he would profit by drawing specific literary comparisons between the Babylonian chronicles
and these texts from 1-2 Kings. Regardless, Van Seters has produced a formidable work. He provides a
comprehensive analysis of the Deuteronomistic History as a work of ancient Near Eastern
historiography, though some of his conclusions require further assessment.

Menachem Haran
In a more recent exposition on the original IRC and JRC specifically, Haran also takes the
approach of an intermediary source.69 However, differing from those who preceded him, he believes the
intermediary source was not the named texts. Instead, IRC and JRC were the official “annals,”
unavailable to Dtr in the exile. Dtr then used an unnamed intermediary source that depended upon
these texts. This thesis rests on two points. First, the titles of these sources are indicated by the singular
noun “book//ס ֶפר."
ֵ Since this noun is not in the plural, we should not think of multiple copies available
to the public. Rather, these are official documents from the palace and would only be accessible by the
scribal elite. This leads to a second factor, which functions as an assumption for Haran, namely that Dtr
was a layman. This supposition, likely drawn from Noth,70 implies that such a historian would not have
had any official sources like IRC and JRC at hand.71
As noted above, this assumption is anachronistic. It presumes that literacy rates were higher
than they actually were in Iron Age Israel and Judah, and that significant scribal activity occurred outside
of the palace and Temple.72 What this indicates is that, if Haran is correct about the singular nature of
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these sources- which I believe he is- the historian of 1-2 Kings must have had direct access to them.
Therefore, we must identify him as either a priest or Temple scribe. Another difficulty here is that Haran
does not see the allusions to these documents strictly as source citations, as he believes IRC and JRC are
not present to the writer. This is troublesome for its ancient Near Eastern context, specifically because
scribes composing historiographical documents typically went to great lengths to note their sources if
they drew from them.73 On the contrary, Haran only believes that these references were part of a
“stylized convention,”74 to which we have no external parallel from the ancient Near East.75 He is left to
explain why the historian of 1-2 Kings would deviate from this usual practice.

Lester Grabbe
Like Van Seters, Grabbe investigates the citations of IRC and JRC within its ancient Near Eastern
historiographical context. In a recent Festschrift contribution, he notes that there are several reasons to
consider a native chronicle as a source for 1-2 Kings, including: 1) official chronicles are known
throughout the Near East, 2) the citations indicate that the historian at the very least is aware of the
existence of these documents, 3) the stereotyped presentation of the kings implies dependence upon
some source, and 4) we can surmise reliable historical data from these formulae in comparison with

Young, “Israelite Literacy: Interpreting the Evidence Part I,” VT 48 (1998): 239–53; Ian M. Young, “Israelite Literacy:
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Testament History: Evidence, Argument, and the Crisis of “Biblical Israel,” ed. V. Philips Long, David W. Baker, and
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other ancient Near Eastern texts.76 Grabbe contends that the formulae indicate the kind of information
that was contained in the source material, particularly with the accession and death of a king.77
Nevertheless, the opening formulae appear more reliably as having their origin in these sources than the
closing formulae, since the death and burial notices are redundant with the successor information also
appearing in a succeeding section.78
Grabbe’s primary contention is that the formulae from 1-2 Kings derive only from the original
JRC.79 He does not believe, as Haran, that IRC would be present in the Temple Library.80 Unfortunately,
he does not substantiate this position. More importantly for Grabbe, he demonstrates that the neoBabylonian chronicles provide just the sort of chronological data for a nation’s kings while also
presenting synchronized chronological information of that nation’s neighbor’s kings. By providing
excerpts from the largest extant neo-Babylonian chronicle, ABC 1,81 he shows that chronicle’s interest in
Assyrian politics despite its focus on Babylon. Not only are simultaneous political events displayed in this
chronicle, but chronological concerns are also evident.82 He surmises that JRC would have been a similar
type of source that also included information on the kings of Israel with a Judahite orientation, and that
it would have also had a similar interest in chronological data. With ABC 1 providing an external parallel,
Grabbe hypothesizes the following points about JRC:
1) It would be fairly concise, devoting only a paragraph to each king. Even if individual years were
sometimes recorded, these would have been very short. 2) The basic data, included for each king
would be the time of taking his throne, his father, his mother, and the length of his reign. In
addition, some of the main events of his reign would be included.... Although stereotyped language
might be used in describing these, the writer was ready to be flexible in the case of unusual events:
76
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the formula is not used rigidly. 3) The synchronism of the reigns of the Israelite and Judahite [168]
kings... would also be part of this single chronicle. It would make sense if the compiler of a Judahite
chronicle included information for its nearest (and stronger) neighbour. However, moral or
religious judgment about the king would not be contained in the chronicle. Such information is a
contribution of the DtrH editor/compiler."83

Although this particular article deals only with IRC and JRC, elsewhere he addresses the
possibility of an historian’s use of SRC. For Grabbe, the existence of such a source for a historian of 1-2
Kings is unlikely. He cannot conceive of the Jerusalem court in Iron II producing biographical material of
this sort.84 Nonetheless, there is a flaw in this assumption. In his article on IRC and JRC, he draws a
parallel to ABC 1. Given that the chronicle to which he compares to JRC presents events
contemporaneous with those in his hypothesized JRC, this is appropriate. But some neo-Babylonian
chronicles also extend back to prior periods, some as far back as the third millennium and two that
present events to the eleventh and tenth centuries,85 concurrent with the time of Solomon. A.K.
Grayson notes that, although the eighth century was the renaissance of chronicle writing in Babylon, the
practice appears to extend back at least to the tenth century.86 It is curious why Grabbe would draw a
parallel to JRC and some Babylonian chronicles, but not to SRC and other Babylonian chronicles. In
addition, religious concerns do play a part in some Babylonian chronicles, as we will see in the following
chapter. So Grabbe’s claim that judgments of this type would not be included in the chronicle requires
further investigation.
Further, his and Haran’s contention that IRC would not have been available to Judahite
historians is possible, but it overlooks the archaeological data that suggests a mass exodus of immigrants
from Samaria to Jerusalem after the fall of the Northern Kingdom in 722.87 Moreover, several scholars
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have noted Northern contributions to Deuteronomic and Deuteronomistic literature.88 The path of
transmission for IRC to Judah is more viable than Grabbe and Haran assume. In addition, it is
methodologically questionable to trust a historian’s use of one source cited in the text, but not to trust
other referenced texts. In fact, his statement that attribution to sources is a modern preoccupation, not
an ancient one, is false.89 We indeed have very good reasons for believing that a Judahite historian of 12 Kings would have access, not only to SRC, but also to IRC and JRC.
Despite these objections, Grabbe’s work is excellent in its clarification from a historiographical
perspective. He rightly distinguishes the content in question from both king lists and daybooks.90 His
comparison to the neo-Babylonian chronicles is instructive and will be examined further in the next
section. Grabbe’s work provides a launching point for continued discussion of the original SRC, IRC, and
JRC as works of ancient Near Eastern historiography.

Christof Hardmeier
Both Christof Hardmeier and Christoph Levin have furthered the investigations on this question
in German scholarship. I first mention Hardmeier’s work and summarize his and Levin’s work together.
Hardmeier has extended Jepsen’s first source by arguing for a pre-exilic and pre-deuteronomistic

eighth century was primarily due to the destruction of Samaria and the consequent flight of Israelite immigrants to
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“annal” extending throughout 1-2 Kings and written during the reign of Zedekiah. This annal depended
on various sources, including SRC, IRC, and JRC, and provided the chronology and presentation of events
of the kings of Israel and Judah. The linguistic characteristics of the annal can be discerned from Dtr
material because of its stereotyped format, such as we have seen in the previous chapter. Based on the
material we find in this annal-like literature, its purpose was to reveal both the dangers of the kings who
had rebelled against foreign occupiers, especially Jehoiakim, and the troubles associated with
insurrection against the king.91
Hardmeier dates this source to the time of Zedekiah because of the apologetic tendency of the
material, and also because this provides the best background for a scribe to compose this sort of
material. This is supported by the fact that the citations of these sources end with Jehoiakim, who
precedes Zedekiah. He also surmises, though does not support, that these documents would not have
made the journey to exile in Babylon. Thus they would not have been available to an exilic historian.
Instead, in the time of Zedekiah, SRC, IRC, and JRC would still have been available to a historian of 1-2
Kings, and this provides the most cogent location for the synchronization of these sources into a
coherent document.92
However, I do not find this last point conclusive. The neo-Babylonians had interest in objects
seized from conquered nations, and deposited them into their own collections.93 Moreover, what if this
scribe were writing, not from Babylon, but from Judah under the aegis of the Babylonians, as is
suggested by 2 Kgs 25:23? Two further points belong to criticism of others as well as with Hardmeier.
The assumption of these sources being available to a scribe working under the auspices of the king is
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erroneous. Instead, this type of work fits best in the Temple scribal milieu, a point to which we shall
return later. Additionally, his use of the term “annal” is troubling and anachronistic. Nevertheless,
Hardmeier is to be commended for underscoring the linguistic features of this kind of material in
contrast with Dtr’s additions, as well as for paying attention to the end-point of the source citations
under Jehoiakim.

Christoph Levin
In a 2011 article, Christoph Levin argues that a pre-deuteronomistic historian created a
synchronized annalistic “excerpt” containing the chronological framework of the kings presented in 1-2
Kings.94 This excerpt was created directly from the original IRC and JRC at some point during the late
seventh century after the breakdown of the Assyrian empire, under the reign of either Josiah or
Jehoiakim.95 However, later additions were made, thus accounting for additional references to the
sources after the reigns of these kings.96 Thus Levin resurfaces the idea of a pre-deuteronomistic
excerpt, as we first saw with Thenius.97 For Levin, this specifically addresses a concern arising from
Jepsen’s work that the presence of an intermediate synchronistic chronicle is unnecessary and
overcomplicates the redactional history of the framework of 1-2 Kings.98 Instead, Levin posits that this
excerpt served as a pre-exilic source that was included as part of an exilic redaction. The purpose of this
excerpt was to depict the two Kingdoms as a unified whole after the fall of the North and the waning of
Assyrian hegemony.99
Levin’s scheme attempts to resolve issues in redaction criticism by contending for a predeuteronomistic source used by an exilic deuteronomistic historian. This approach proves helpful in that
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it accounts for the errors in chronology by placing them on this pre-deuteronomistic historian rather
than on the sources themselves, and it creates a plausible model for understanding an exilic redaction of
1-2 Kings (à la Noth) while retaining pre-exilic features in the text. It also comports well with Trebolle’s
observations of a pre-existent framework that presupposes many Dtr additions.100 Further, he is right to
critique many of his predecessors who have needlessly added hypothesized sources into the
composition history of 1-2 Kings.
There are some issues of anachronism with Levin’s article similar to those we have seen with
other German scholars, including Hardmeier, such as the inaccuracy of terms like “daybooks”101 and
“annals,” the failure to distinguish king list material from chronicle material, and the assumption that
this material originated in the royal court. It would also be helpful to see him engage more with the
possibilities of pre-exilic redaction of the portions of 1-2 Kings that are not part of the framework.
Otherwise, this article will mostly find appeal among adherents to the so-called “Göttingen School.”102
Summarily, Levin and Hardmeier represent the recent culmination of German scholarship on the
question of Dtr’s inclusion of material from the original SRC, IRC, and JRC into 1-2 Kings. They have
abandoned the idea of the original unity of these sources and now accept their separation as distinct
texts. Both contend for their synchronization of chronographic texts in the late Judahite monarchy, yet
both distinguish the resulting text from an intentional redaction of 1-2 Kings. Instead they posit the
creation of documents with differing goals than the religio-political historiography we witness in the
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final form of 1-2 Kings. In this, they commit to a first redaction of 1-2 Kings in the exilic period that is
reliant upon earlier source material. They disagree on when the synchronized text was composed, as
Levin’s date is earlier than Hardmeier’s, requiring him to argue for an exilic edition with a composition
that resembles the chronographic material from the pre-exilic source. Both works exhibit weaknesses in
argumentation, but still display a thorough and reasoned approach to the question at hand in a way that
was lacking in earlier German scholarship.

Nadav Na’aman
Many contemporary scholars have asserted that the historian of 1-2 Kings used SRC, IRC, and
JRC directly as a source to compose his work.103 So many have adhered to the historian’s direct usage of
these sources that Haran has asserted, “…all scholars have taken for granted that the Deuteronomistic
editor had the three books in front of him in the course of his work and that he is referring his reader to
these books.”104 Na’aman, after assessing many arguments to the contrary, has provided the most
thorough analysis of this perspective. He asserts across various articles that 1-2 Kings must be read as a
work of ancient Near Eastern historiography, including the historian’s direct usage and citation of
sources. This is evident in the “detail and precision” with which these sources have been implemented
in the larger work of 1-2 Kings.105 He counters arguments that Jerusalem in Iron II would not have been
able to support a scribal infrastructure able to produce writing such as we find in 1-2 Kings by probing
the account of Shishak’s raid in 1 Kgs 14:25-28. He finds that, "The account of Shishak's campaign in the
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Book of Kings indicates that there was some kind of scribal activity in the court of Jerusalem in the late
10th century BCE. One would naturally assume that it was not introduced by a petty king like
Rehoboam, but rather by one of his ancestors, either David or Solomon."106 Thus, for Na’aman, the text
of 1-2 Kings witnesses to Israel’s ability to keep records like chronicles at an early stage, and such a
practice must have begun when Israel had attained some status of power and prestige.
The citation of SRC stands as further proof of the ability Jerusalem scribes had to write
appropriate texts in the age of the united monarchy.107 Na’aman separates this book specifically from
IRC and JRC,108 noting that it contained information on Solomon’s building projects, lists, stories of his
armies, mention of his sale of Cabul, and possibly his negotiations with Hiram.109 It portrayed Solomon
as a heroic, unifying figure, which Dtr took into 1-2 Kings and “reworked, organized, and expanded it.”110
Its origin must have been as a “high school text” in Jerusalem, used as a training tool for young
scribes.111 Regrettably, Na’aman does not offer substantiation for these claims, but they appear to rest
on his investigations of scribal history in the ancient Near East.
In proposing the original IRC and JRC, Na’aman, as with others we have seen, deduces the kind
of content in these sources from the remaining information in them found in the source citations.112
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However he correctly adds that the mention of Solomon’s “wisdom”113 and Manasseh’s “sin”114 reveal
that the historian has made his own interpretations of the material therein and we should be cautious
about including these items in the original sources.115 He recognizes an unusual feature in the notation
of remaining content in that they often include information that has already been presented for a king.
For instance, the citation for Asa mentions his “might” and “the cities he built” as information the reader
will find in the JRC source, despite the fact that we already have read this data in the preceding
narrative. For Na’aman, this indicates that the historian was concerned to assert that he was citing from
sources. It also points to the fact that the historian did not leave much out of his excerpts that one
would find in the original IRC and JRC.116
Na’aman has provided a helpful analysis of reading the citations of SRC, IRC, and JRC as
trustworthy sources used directly by the historian. His argumentation from the form of the citations and
knowledge of the scribal background is sound, especially as he locates all of these sources in the Temple
(not palace) library.117 This latter element especially has been overlooked by scholars and is significant to
the composition of 1-2 Kings as a whole given its critique of kingship. However, Na’aman’s articles would
be strengthened by his listing of specific verses he believes emerge from the original sources
themselves. As it stands, the reader is left to infer this data from his reasoning. Also, he does not explain
the citation of JRC in Jehoiakim’s narrative.118 This particular citation makes it difficult to propose a preexilic redaction of these sources, and at least JRC, into 1-2 Kings, since it appears after Josiah’s death.
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Does Na’aman contend that 1-2 Kings was composed in a tumultuous political time such as that under
neo-Babylonian hegemony in the late pre-exilic period? Regrettably, Na’aman does not offer a theory on
when the material entered the biblical text.

Skepticism
A few scholars have viewed the source citations as serving purposes that are more rhetorical
than pragmatic. Donald B. Redford, for example, doubts that such chronicles ever existed and a historian
of 1-2 Kings only gives the impression that he used these sources. He argues that the formulae only
yield information of a general type, and that such data do not comport with the idea of a “daybook” or
“journal” as was prominent in Late Bronze Age Egypt, since this kind of source mentioned specific
activities of a king.119 Also, if a chronological source were used, it was based on a long-running tradition
in the Southern Kingdom and only referred to events in the Northern Kingdom as they affected Judah.120
Redford then presents a skeptical viewpoint toward a historian’s use of these sources. A
historian utilized the citations to deceive his readers into believing he had access to such sources in
order to lend them credibility while nothing in the text gives the impression that he actually had access
to outside sources like these. He draws a similar line of argumentation to Grabbe regarding the
Southern interpretation of data regarding Northern kings, but takes a more skeptical approach than
Grabbe in seeing a historian of 1-2 Kings as a trustworthy scribe. His denouncement of these books as
“daybooks” or “journals” fairly critiques those who see IRC and JRC in this fashion. Indeed, the data from
1-2 Kings takesa big-picture perspective of the events of the kings and do not offer detailed narratives of
events.
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However, Redford does not engage with Mesopotamian parallels to these texts. Given Egypt’s
waning power in the Levant after the Late Bronze Age collapse and Mesopotamia’s waxing influence in
the first century BCE, Assyria and Babylonia may provide more likely influences on Israel and Judah’s
historiographic literature for this period. Moreover, his skepticism about the use of sources is
unwarranted. He notes the trustworthiness of the Judahite dates, even if they are not “scholastic,”121
which appears as a tendentious acknowledgement of the relative accuracy of these Judahite dates. Also,
much of the chronology and outline of events in 1-2 Kings finds corroboration in other ancient Near
Eastern sources, such as the Mesha Stela and neo-Assyrian annals, even if the impressions of these
events within these texts are biased.122 Finally, his claim that material supposedly from IRC is “woefully
deficient”123 does not stand. From the division of the Kingdoms in 1 Kgs 12 until the fall of Samaria
described in 2 Kgs 17, the text centers more on Israel than on Judah. The amount of chronographic
information in these sections between the two Kingdoms is comparatively even, with Judah receiving no
special treatment over Israel. In fact, one need only glance at the time span in 2 Kgs 14:19-16:30, where
chronographic data dominate the literary presentation and a majority of this information centers
around Israel. Therefore, Redford’s analysis of these sources is helpful from an Egyptological
perspective, particularly concerning what kind of sources they may have been. Yet his failure to examine
them from an Assyriological view, as well as his omission of literary evidence within the text of Israelite
chronography, suggest that further analysis is needed.
Two other authors, Volkmar Fritz and Daniel Fleming, are similarly skeptical of a historian’s use
of these sources. Fritz does not doubt that a historian of 1-2 Kings used some sources, but what he did
use was scarce and sources like SRC, IRC, and JRC were not at the disposal of the historian. He goes so
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far as to call these texts “fictitious.”124 Unfortunately, he does not detail why he believes this. Fleming
contends that “nothing in these books indicates citation from any such chronicles.”125 The only narrative
he can conceive of as deriving from any official source is the story of Omri’s purchase of Samaria, which
he notes may emanate from an inscription.126 Fleming’s work, like Fritz’s, appears as part of a larger
work and not one centered on the question of the character of SC, IRC, and JRC, so he too does not
elaborate on his statements. Nonetheless, these authors’ assumptions that these sources were nonexistent for a historian of 1-2 Kings lacks any substantial support from the text or ancient Near Eastern
parallels.
To the contrary, Mark Leuchter has offered a detailed examination of the source citations to
claim that they function solely as a literary device and not as source citations. Although Leuchter does
not completely deny that a historian used SRC, IRC, and JRC for his account or that some of the sources
are drawn from temple archives,127 he claims that the mentions of these sources were not source
citations at all, but rather rhetorical devices intended to make a statement about the institution of
kingship.128 He reads the particle  ַ ְּהלֹאincluded in the formulae as a rhetorical question with the purpose
of creating ambiguity toward the nature of the source.129 In conjunction with it, the term  יֶ ֶתרin the
formulae "leaves open the possibility that the events he recounts are not found elsewhere.”130 The
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doubt surrounding a historian’s use of these sources matches an historian’s attitude toward kingship. In
Leuchter’s words, “They declare that while Israel’s kings are central characters in the nation’s history,
their purview is not the be-all and end-all in qualifying that history.”131 In addition, he notes that source
citations found elsewhere in the Bible appear before the material that a historian reports comes from
the source.132 Thus the allusions to SRC, IRC, and JRC must serve another purpose. For Leuchter, what
scholars have long concluded is a literary device rather is intended to convey part of a post-Josianic133
historian’s larger critique against kingship.
Leuchter’s method is based on the work of Katherine M. Stott, who argues that source citations
functioned symbolically and rhetorically in the Persian and Hellenistic periods.134 Despite his claim to the
contrary, this is a questionable approach to take to the neo-Babylonian era literary work in 1-2 Kings. On
the one hand, he acknowledges neo-Babylonian chronicles as a potential parallel to understanding the
composition history of sources like SRC, IRC, and JRC.135 On the other hand, he does not consider that
neo-Babylonian scholars cited sources precisely as scholars have long assumed the mention of SRC, IRC,
and JRC have functioned, namely as source citations.136 In fact, one neo-Babylonian chronicle explicitly
mentions the source from which it draws in its colophon,137 indicating a link between the practice of
source citation and the chronicle tradition for the neo-Babylonians. This particular chronicle even dates
to the Persian period, showing that the concept of source citations extended into the era in which
Leuchter, drawing from Stott, claims such citations are not the primary intention of historians.
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Leuchter’s reading of the particle  ַ ְּהלֹאas a rhetorical question is additionally anachronistic.
Hebraists have long noted that this particle is nearly identical with הנֵ ה,
ִ thus drawing the reader’s
attention to the following clause.138 This reading of the particle suggests that its force is not
interrogative, nor is it rhetorical. Rather, it is a linguistic device intended to assert the claims of a
historian, in this instance that a historian of 1-2 Kings is at the very least familiar with these sources.
Leuchter acknowledges this as a possibility, but he contends that the most common particle used in the
citations is  ַ ְּהלֹא, lending credence to his idea that the dominant interpretation is to read this particle as a
rhetorical question. An error in transmission of the text as the two particles became conflated account
for the anomalous occurrence of  ִהנֵ הin 1 Kgs 14:9.139 Yet this is not a unique occurrence, as Leuchter
suggests it is. It also appears in 2 Kgs 15:11, 15, 26, and 31, showing that the two particles were
interchangeable to a historian of 1-2 Kings. Moreover, there is no textual evidence to support Leuchter’s
claim of corruption during transmission. Finally, the few examples he notes for source citations in the
Old Testament do not fit the pattern established in 1-2 Kings. Those he offers are merely quotes from
sources, not a framework for an entire book. If the material drawn from the Hebrew chronicles for a
king’s presentation is scattered throughout his narrative, a citation of these sources could just as
feasibly appear at the end after a historian has included all the necessary information from his source.
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And the above-mentioned use of a colophon in a neo-Babylonian text shows that ancient Near Eastern
scribal practice could include the placement of a source citation at the end of material.140
Leuchter’s investigation of an historian’s allusion to SRC, IRC, and JRC is thus based upon
questionable premises. He has overlooked the form and function of Mesopotamian source citations,
placing the citations of SRC, IRC, and JRC instead in a later Persian and Hellenistic framework. It will be
important in what follows to evaluate the citations in 1-2 Kings as literary products of the ancient Near
East.
In sum, the scholars I have labeled as “skeptical” have yet to mount an effective challenge to the
long-held assumption that a historian of 1-2 Kings was familiar with SRC, IRC, and JRC and used them as
sources for his work. They have made their arguments either without substantiation or on incorrect
premises. Therefore, we will only engage with these occasionally in what follows in order to interact and
critique their approaches where appropriate.

Assessment and New Horizons
The foregoing has established that scholarship has not yet resolved the question of the nature
of the original SRC, IRC, and JRC. Neither have scholars unanimously determined why a historian of 1-2
Kings would mention them so consistently throughout his text. Several issues characterize the scattered
landscape of interpretation on this issue. For example, many early German-speaking scholars, including
Noth, argued that the original SRC, IRC, and JRC, were intermediate sources, not official court
documents. Haran views these sources as the official documents, and an intermediary source stands
between them and the biblical text. Jepsen, Adam, Hardmeier, and Levin all subscribe to the theory that
a synchronistic account underlies the bulk of the final form of 1-2 Kings. Grabbe contends that JRC is the
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intermediary source for a historian and that it was the only document used directly by him. Driver and
Montgomery cast doubt on any notion of an intermediary source, and Na’aman and Van Seters now
stand as proponents of the notion that a historian used these sources directly (although Van Seters
seems to indicate that a historian made them up himself). Others theorize that such sources did not
exist, and even if they did, that a historian only mentions them for a rhetorical purpose.
Even more divergent views are evident in the scholarly literature. Many contend that these
sources were official property of the royal court, while others have doubted this.141 Neither can scholars
agree on what to call these documents. Are they “annals,” “daybooks,” “journals,” “chronicles,” or “king
lists”? As such, there is disagreement over what Near Eastern parallels, if any, there might be to these
documents.
Essentially, the disagreements over the original SRC, IRC, and JRC and their usage by the
historian of 1-2 Kings center on the idea of a historian’s access to them. If these were official documents,
the scribe must have had some standing in the palace court. If the scribe did not hold such a position,
such as a Temple scribe, either an intermediary source must be at play or else it is a composition of the
Temple. Yet we would still have to ask why Temple scribes would be concerned with writing a political
history. An alternative proposal is that this historian is a court prophet, but these texts do not bear a
prophetic character and often depict events critical of the court. Thus, there are many issues to
overcome. Moreover, the question of composition is significant. Did these sources develop over time or
were they singular compositions? If they developed over time, how would this have happened and what
would trigger a rewriting of the source? We see that there are several compositional and transmission
issues with which we must reckon.
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Having taken the cacophony of arguments into consideration, we now must undertake a new
study of these sources. As we have also seen, most of the studies on this topic have been brief. A much
more thoroughgoing analysis of the text, as well as scribal culture and historiography in the ancient Near
East in relation to the proposed Hebrew chronicles, is needed. The instructive studies of the ancient
Near Eastern background to these texts, such as those of Van Seters and Grabbe, and the helpful literary
analyses of these sources, including Montgomery, Hardmeier, Levin, and Na’aman, serve as useful
starting points for our study. We begin, first, with the study of these texts in their ancient Near Eastern
scribal milieu, and second, with the characteristics found within the biblical texts which point to the
nature of the original SRC, IRC, and JRC.
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Chapter 3- The Hebrew Royal Chronicles in
Their Ancient Near Eastern Context
In the previous chapter, we reviewed the arguments of several scholars who hypothesized that
the texts known as the Solomonic Royal Chronicles, Israelite Royal Chronicles, and Judahite Royal
Chronicles referred to in 1-2 Kings should be compared to contemporaneous historiographical genres in
the ancient Near East. In order to find the closest parallels for these sources, they looked either to the
title (...לכי
ֵ י־היָּ ִּמים ְל ַמ
ַ ר־ד ְב ֵר
ִּ )ס ֶפ
ֶ of the chronicles or to the information provided in the source citations of
the kind of data the reader may find in these sources (i.e., גִּ בּו ָּרתֹו, etc.). Among the potential parallels,
daybooks, annals, king lists, and chronicles were particularly looked to. Lester Grabbe’s article on IRC
and JRC1 has made the most compelling and thorough argument in demonstrating the analogies
between these documents and ABC 1, also known as “The Neo-Babylonian Chronicle.” He has provided
literary and thematic parallels to present a close link between ABC 1 and 1-2 Kings’ chronographic
material, contributing to his thesis that a Judahite historian utilized JRC alone to obtain information on
both the Southern and Northern Kingdoms just as a Babylonian historian presented information on
Assyrian politics in a Babylonian-centric text. Grabbe’s comparative approach provides a helpful model,
not to mention the mere possibility, of comparing SRC, IRC, and JRC to ancient Near Eastern texts. He
offers a close reading of texts from each culture, assessing opportunities for both comparison and
contrast, thus posing a “contextual” approach to comparison.2
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Before introducing the neo-Babylonian chronicles, two further points are in order. First, we
must define historiography and history writing in light of contemporary discussions in the field of Old
Testament studies. Next, we will examine the background and genres of historiography in the Late
Bronze Age and Iron Age periods in the ancient Near East. Following this, we will investigate the neoBabylonian chronicles as the best exemplars for comparison to the material from 1-2 Kings we have
suggested emanates from these Hebrew chronicles. Not only will we make a literary comparison
between the chronicles and the proposed data from SRC, IRC, and JRC, but we shall study the philosophy
and transmission history behind these documents. As a result, we will suggest in summation how the
neo-Babylonian chronicles inform a plausible history behind the composition of their Hebrew
counterparts.

Historiography
Historiography has proven to be difficult to define for scholars of the ancient Near East.3 Issues
involve determining the purpose for many ancient texts that communicate an interest in past events.
For instance, should we include biased and explicitly propagandistic texts, such as inscriptions and
etiologies, under this rubric? Complicating matters, scholars have struggled to pinpoint when
historiography as a genre of literature began. Did it start with Herodotus, the so-called “father of
history,” or can we locate an earlier moment when this sort of writing found its genesis?4
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In John Van Seters’s influential book In Search of History: Historiography in the Ancient World
and the Origins of Biblical History,5 he distinguishes between “historiography” and “history writing.” The
former is a broad category that encompasses all texts with antiquarian interest. The latter is subsumed
under the label of historiography and is defined best by the work of philosopher Johan Huizinga, who
defines it as “… the intellectual form in which a civilization renders account to itself of its past.”6 Van
Seters uses this to explain the following five distinct characteristics of history writing: 1) It is a specific
form of literary tradition. 2) It considers the reason and significance of past events, rather than merely
reporting them. 3) It attempts to explain the historical causes for present circumstances. 4) It is national
or corporate in character. 5) It is a part of the literary tradition of a people and plays a significant role in
that people’s corporate tradition.7 For Van Seters, the Deuteronomistic Historian (Dtr) represents the
first example of this more comprehensive style of historiography. His work slightly precedes that of
Herodotus, although the two share much in common.8
In the middle chapters of the book,9 he studies various types of antiquarian writing in the
ancient world. After this survey, he concludes that, although there were many attempts to portray past
events accurately in ancient civilizations, no culture was able to produce the type of literature Dtr’s work
contains. Dtr’s work is intellectual in its creative use of inherited sources and portrays a wide-ranging
national history that had not been evident prior to him.10 Thus, for Van Seters, Dtr was the first to
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produce a genre of literature conforming to Huizinga’s definition as well as the parameters Van Seters
himself sets out in the introduction.
Baruch Halpern critiques Van Seters, not based on his conclusion of Dtr as the first historian, but
on his understanding of historiography.11 While for Van Seters Dtr was a creative historian operating in
the exilic period with his “uniform style and outlook,”12 Halpern finds Israel’s closest history-writing
analogues in the pre-exilic period and is willing to recognize the Bible’s literature as heterogeneous and
compositionally complex.13 The bulk of Halpern’s book is dedicated to understanding the compositional
background of numerous biblical passages in order to demonstrate this point. Grabbe correctly notes
the unfortunate omission on Halpern’s part of not offering a definition of history, but that he does
appear to view “history-writing” as interchangeable with “historiography.”14
Grabbe also criticizes Van Seters for misusing Huizinga’s definition of history by excluding genres
Huizinga includes.15 William W. Hallo likewise argues that Van Seters misreads Huizinga in ignoring the
phrase “to itself” in his definition. This phrase indicates that historiography is a subjective enterprise and
each culture will engage in presenting antiquarian events in its own unique way.16 Indeed it appears that
Van Seters has taken liberty with Huizinga’s definition by adapting it to his own goals for constructing
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Dtr as a historian in the vein of Herodotus and Thucydides. In actuality, Huizinga has produced a
definition for the literary genre of history that is broader than Van Seters admits.
Grabbe further pushes Van Seters’s definition of history writing by examining the concept of
criticism in historical judgments. Although Dtr is reflective on past events, a constitutive feature of what
Van Seters considers history writing, Dtr’s criticisms are theological, not historical, in nature.17 It is only
with the Greeks that an evaluative spirit towards historical sources first appears, so from this
perspective of history writing, they were the first historians.18 Yet it is this relativistic approach to
defining history that is crucial for Grabbe. In attempting to write about historiography in the past, how
one defines history is pivotal to one’s conclusions. He writes,
“One may legitimately use a variety of definitions for determining what is ‘history or ‘historywriting’ in antiquity. The definition chosen may go a long way toward determining one’s
conclusions; at least the particular definition used will limit the possible conclusions. However, any
definition chosen must not exclude important works from antiquity that have long been
considered examples of history-writing, and it certainly must not exclude the work of modern
historians.”19
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Here I yield to Grabbe’s caution in defining historiography before proceeding to examine
historiography in the ancient Near East. The texts we will investigate in this chapter are texts
with an antiquarian interest20 and do not conform to the criterion of an candid critical spirit
which Grabbe examines and which Thompson simply equates to “historiography.” As products
of the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age, these literary genres predate the works of Herodotus and
Thucydides and they will not bear the self-reflective character of these Greek historians.
Nonetheless, we must not miss the selectivity bias that is nonetheless present in events the
historian chooses to portray (for example, the downfall of his own kingdom) and not to portray
(for example, religious observances), however straightforward the presentation (or not) of such
an event may seem. Any evaluative spirit will not be explicit, if it is present. The texts under
examination here are not “history writing” with overt evaluations as with Herodotus and
Thucydides. Rather, the texts under examination here conform more closely to “historiography”
under the rubric of Van Seters and Halpern and “antiquarianism” according to Thompson. That
is, these texts bear a general interest in past events. They meet the standards set forth by
Huizinga in that they are intellectual projects and concern the past events of their respective
civilizations. Yet, as Hallo signals, we are attuned to the unique ways in which each civilization
assumes these antiquarian initiatives. Paying attention to distinctive modes of historiography
will in turn be helpful in illuminating how Israel composed its own history in 1-2 Kings.

Historiography in the Ancient Near East
Given the broad definition of historiography we have adapted for our purposes, we turn now to
study how ancient scribes from the period contemporaneous to the historian of 1-2 Kings
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Here I note Van De Mieroop’s caution that these ancient scribes may not have even intended to compose a
version of their past. However, even if the past was not the primary concern, these texts tell us that the past had
some bearing on that concern. Moreover, as Van De Mieroop acknowledges, we can still ascertain a great amount
of data on past events from these sources. Van de Mieroop, Cuneiform Texts and the Writing of History (New York:
Routledge, 1999), 25–27.
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communicated about the past. This study will be restricted to historiographical genres from the Late
Bronze Age and Iron Age I-III. I include the Late Bronze Age because some scholars in chapter two have
hypothesized that the original SRC, IRC, and JRC find a parallel in “daybooks” or “diaries,” a
phenomenon that occurs in this period in Egypt. Otherwise, the Iron Age will be studied because this is
the era contemporaneous to the events 1-2 Kings describes.
A number of extant texts from the Early Dynastic period on indicate how scribes reckoned with past
events. These include narratives of both historical and mythical figures, king lists, memorial inscriptions,
and iconographic descriptions. By the Late Bronze Age, these genres still remain, and do so well into the
Iron Age. Perhaps the most significant shift by the LBA in how cultures communicated about their own
past came in an increased concern for chronological precision. In previous eras, chronographic numbers
served symbolic purposes. The lone exception to this is the Egyptian Early Dynastic period Palermo
Stone, which records apparently accurate data for Nile River flood heights and events during the reign of
various kings. Curiously, this precision disappears from historical record until the Late Bronze Age.21 But
by the LBA, scribes became more concerned to account for past events with numerical meticulousness.
For instance, in Kassite Babylonia, king lists were organized by ordinal years of a king’s reign rather than
the previous practice of identifying years by major events.22 And in Egypt, to which we now turn, New
Kingdom pharaohs kept records of their deeds with a chronological acuity not seen previously in the
ancient world.
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a) Daybooks
In the previous chapter, we noted how a few scholars23 coined the sources SRC, IRC, and JRC
“daybooks” or “diaries” on par with similar Egyptian sources. This suggestion comports with the word
“days/ "יָ ִמיםgiven in the titles for SRC, IRC, and JRC. Indeed we know that New Kingdom Egyptians kept
records of daily events, taxation, and inventory, known in Egyptian as hrwyt, both in the palace and on
frontier posts. Some of these records are extant, though in fragmentary condition and not explicitly
dubbed as hrwyt.24 Much of what we know about their composition and purpose comes from annal
inscriptions, in which it is believed some of these daybooks are incorporated. Particularly the
inscriptions of Thutmose III at Karnak are helpful in this regard. On particular inscription here yields
detailed narratives of battle accounts from Megiddo with the year, month, season, and day of discrete
events. A sample from the accounts of the first campaign indicates the depth to which this text reports
one day from battle:
“Year 23, 1st month of the third season, day 16—as far as the town of Yehem. [His majesty]
ordered a conference with his victorious army, speaking as follows: “That [wretched] enemy (20)
of Kadesh has come and has entered into Megiddo. He is [there] at this moment. He has gathered
to him the princes of [every] foreign country [which had been] loyal to Egypt, as well as (those) as
far as Naharin and M[itanni], them of Hurru, them of Kode, their horses, their armies, [and their
people], for he says—so it is reported—‘I shall wait [here] (25) in Megiddo [to fight against his
majesty].’ Will ye tell me [what is in your hearts]?”
They said in the presence of his majesty: “What is it like to go [on] this [road] which becomes
(so) narrow? It is [reported] that the foe is there, waiting on [the outside, while they are] becoming
(more) numerous. Will not horse (have to) go after [horse, and the army] (30) and the people
similarly? Will the vanguard of us be fighting while the [rear guard] is waiting here in Aruna, unable
to fight? Now two (other) roads are here. One of the roads—behold, it is [to the east of] us, so that
it comes out at Taanach. The other—behold, it is to the (35) north side of Djefti, and we will come
out to the north of Megiddo. Let our victorious lord proceed on the one of [them] which is
[satisfactory to] his heart, (but) do not make us go on that difficult road!”
23
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Then messages [were brought in about that wretched enemy, and discussion was continued]
of [that] problem on which they had previously spoken. That which was said in the majesty of the
Court—life, prosperity, health!—“I [swear], (40) as Re loves me, as my father Amon favors me, as
my [nostrils] are rejuvenated with life and satisfaction, my majesty shall proceed upon this Aruna
road! Let him of you who wishes go upon these roads of which you speak, and let him of you who
wishes come in the following of my majesty! ‘Behold,’ they will say, these (45) enemies whom Re
abominates, ‘has his majesty set out on another road because he has become afraid of us?’—so
they will speak.”
They said in the presence of his majesty: “May thy father Amon, Lord of the Thrones of the
Two Lands, Presiding over Karnak, act [according to thy desire]! Behold, we are following thy
majesty everywhere that [thy majesty] goes, for a servant will be after [his] lord.”
[Then his majesty laid a charge] (50) upon the entire army: “[Ye] shall [hold fast to the stride
of your victorious lord on] that road which becomes (so) n[arrow. Behold, his majesty has taken]
an oath, saying: ‘I will not let [my victorious army] go forth ahead of my majesty in [this place!’ ”
Now his majesty had laid it in his heart] that he himself should go forth at the head of his army.
[Every man] was made aware (55) of his order of march, horse following horse, while [his majesty]
was at the head of his army.”25

Presumably, some kind of chronological source detailing the battle lies behind these accounts.26 Yet this
type of text is not found in 1-2 Kings. The Egyptian annal is thoroughly propagandistic in favor of
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Thutmose III, depicting him as a wise and discerning leader who receives unwavering support from both
his soldiers and deities. Questions about how a king is to proceed in battle are found in 1-2 Kings, but
are rarely favorable to the king (usually favoring prophets instead) and not as detailed.27
A similar type of source is also mentioned in Thutmose III’s annals. Descriptions of his seventh
campaign at Megiddo mention the “daybook of the palace” as the place where the reader should go to
find further descriptions of what was taken as plunder from the town of Ullaza.28 As Van Seters
indicates, this is a separate kind of source from battle accounts.29 Indeed its focus is on palace activities
rather than events at the war front.30 And the source citation in lines 93-94 of the first campaign at
Megiddo, to which we will soon turn, locates the document containing information on the battle in the
temple of Amon, not the palace. The palace daybook might provide a helpful parallel for the dense lists
of officers, architectural data, and Temple implements portrayed in Solomon’s rule throughout 1 Kings.31
Yet we must be cautious in attributing the phenomenon of a palace daybook as a parallel to SRC. Again,
we are seeking a work that contains a wealth of information on the events of a king, including death,
burial, and succession and is continuous throughout 1-2 Kings. The Egyptian examples of the battle
accounts and palace daybooks provide separate records of specific activities in discrete realms of
political life. Thus they cannot serve as direct analogues to the proposed SRC, IRC, and JRC.32
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b) Historical Novels
Remaining in Late Bronze Age Egypt, another genre from this period has debatably been
influential on Israelite historiography. These are the narrative texts33 about kings and officials that may
have some influence upon the stories of kings like David and Solomon. Siegfried Herrmann especially
enumerates the similarities between the Königsnovellen,34 which were narrative stories about pharaohs
of the Middle and Late Kingdom periods, and the narratives of the United Monarchy. 35 Both the
Königsnovellen and Samuel-Kings contain similar motifs, such as the king’s promulgation of building
projects in a ceremonial fashion and the divine legitimation of kingship, the assertion of the kings’ will
against that of his counselors, and the divine sonship of the king.36 Further, Herrmann notices that the
depiction of David and Solomon’s courts mirrored those of Egyptian courts, particularly in the extensive
power held by the king.37 Though the latter contention finds sympathy among many modern scholars,
the idea of the Königsnovelle as a genre of itself has been questioned.38 Van Seters, for example, notes
the prevalence of Herrmann’s Königsnovelle motifs in other genres, including the above-mentioned
Annals of Thutmose III, as well as the inconsistencies of many of the parallels Herrmann draws between
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the texts of the two nations.39 Herrmann’s thesis of a parallel between the two is still possible, but not
as plausible in hindsight given these critiques.
Stories of pharaonic officials are also extant in the novels of Sinhue40 of the Middle Kingdom and
Wenamun41 of the New Kingdom. While the former notably has a more favorable attitude toward the
Egyptian government than the latter, other features of these texts align. They each read in the form of a
first-person diary and contain a chronological note about the setting of their adventures. Furthermore,
they whimsically depict dramatic events such as battles (as Sinhue against Retenu) and prophetic
encounters (as Wenamun with the young man in Byblos).42 The style of these narratives has much the
same literary flavor as the narrative portions of Samuel-Kings. Roland DeVaux, for example, has
favorably compared Sinhue’s battle against Retenu to David’s clash with Goliath (1 Sam 17).43 In
addition, the Egyptian tales contain both favorable and disfavorable attitudes toward kings, just as the
texts of Samuel-Kings.44
As mentioned in the previous chapter, Sigmund Mowinckel hypothesized that the narratives
about kings in 1-2 Kings also emanate from SRC, IRC, and JRC on par with Old Norse king sagas.45
Mowinckel has been criticized for offering parallels too far afield for a West Semitic, Iron Age historian
of 1-2 Kings. Yet given the similarities between Egyptian novels and material in 1-2 Kings, does this more
direct linkage of narrative texts offer support to Mowinckel’s claim? The parallels mentioned in this
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section do not contain a full chronological framework46 as Mowinckel also notes must have been
present in the original Hebrew chronicles. Moreover, there are no source citations for narrative material
concerning David in Samuel and Kings, though we do have citations beginning with the reign of David’s
successor, Solomon. If the literature used as a source for the narratives of David in the biblical material
is of the same type as that is used for Solomon and other kings, we would expect a similar source
citation at the conclusion of David’s reign to that which we see with the other kings; yet none is present
in the material concerning David’s reign. Thus, in order to define the type of literature to which SRC, IRC,
and JRC belong, we must search for another genre present in the biblical text consistently found with all
kings exclusive of David’s literary presentation.
c) Annals
The term “annal” has a broad interpretation in the ancient Near East. In general, it refers to the
textual portion of a commemorative inscription and describes military events.47 We have already
surveyed the Annal of Thutmose III from the Late Bronze Age, which reports the king’s actions with
interspersed first-person speeches in the wake of battle. This genre carries on in the LBA to Rameses II,
who adds pictorial images to the inscription.48 The LBA Assyrians and Hittites also produced works of this
genre, and there is considerable debate as to the origins of annals in the ancient world.49 Regardless of
its ancestry as a literary genre, its function is clear. Annals have a propagandistic goal, as is evident by
the erection of stelae and walls for public display of many of these annals, as well as by the
aggrandizement and first-person depiction of the king.
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For our purposes, we are concerned with the literary form of annals by the Iron II and III periods
contemporaneous with the events recounted in 1-2 Kings. By that time, Hatti has ceased to exist as a
united polity and Egypt’s global power has waned. The neo-Assyrians were the ancient world’s dominant
political force, and their annal tradition exemplifies their hegemony. We shall proceed to review the
impact of neo-Assyrian annals on Iron Age historiography.
Beginning under the reign of Adad-Nirari I, Assyrian annals are portrayed primarily in the firstperson perspective of the Assyrian king50 and depict his military exploits at the command of the gods.51
They are preserved on various clay media and are related to the “display” inscriptions, which are
abbreviated versions of the annals without a precise chronology.52 Annals are renowned for their
exaggeration of the deeds of the patron neo-Assyrian kings, depicting their slaughter of conquered
lands, reception of booty and tribute, and erection of memorials to the gods who had given them
victory. Yet E.A. Speiser cautions that the kings are depicted as subservient to the gods, thus pointing to
a pietistic facet of the annals.53 Like the Annals of Thutmose III, they provide a chronological basis to
understand the dating of these events, though not with the same detail or consistency as the Egyptian
texts.54
A sample from the ninth-century king Ashurnasirpal II illustrates the literary character of these
annals:
In my accession year (and) in my first regnal year when the God Šamaš, judge of the (four) quarters,
spread his beneficial protection over me (and), having nobly ascended the royal throne, he placed
50
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in my hand the scepter for the shepherding of the people- (at that time) I mustered my chariotry
(and) troops. I passed through difficult paths (and) rugged mountains which were unsuitable for
chariotry and troops (and) marched to the land Tummu. I conquered Libê, their fortified city, the
cities Surra, Abuqu, Arura, (and) Arubê which lie between Mounts Urinu, Arunu, (and) Etinu,
mighty mountains. I massacred many of them (and) carried off captive possessions, (and) oxen
from them….55

The text is formulaic in its notation of the day these events begin, movement of the king and his armies,
claims of utter destruction, praise and awesomeness of the deities, and lists of tribute. An obvious
feature of this text is the first-person narration of the king, which contrasts with the third-person
narration of the Egyptian annal inscriptions we surveyed above. This, in combination with frequent
encomia of the king’s deeds, exacerbates the megalomaniacal presentation of the king. Yet it also
enhances his portrayal of the gods, to whom he is subservient, as it recounts his radical piety. Such high
praise of the king and his devotion to the gods is fitting for an official, royal scribal context, a fact
supported by the incorporation of these texts into display inscriptions.
In the previous chapter we noted the proliferation of scholars who compared the chronicle
sources in 1-2 Kings to annals.56 While we cannot rule out that Israel and Judah’s kings may have
commissioned annals, we cannot definitively assert that any literature of this sort has provided the
framework for 1-2 Kings. The narrative of 1-2 Kings entirely narrates the stories of the kings in the thirdperson, except when quoted. We do see high praise for kings like Solomon, Jehoshaphat, Hezekiah, and
Josiah, but not to the extent we see in the annals. These kings are praised only for their subservience to
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YHWH, not their military exploits. Such submission to the deity does find a thematic parallel in the
annals, but not in the case of every king who receives a citation of SRC, IRC, and JRC.57 Rather, the
captivating literary style of the annals is starkly contrasted to the banal death, burial, and succession
formulae to which we have already connected these proposed underlying sources. If there is any
influence of annals in 1-2 Kings, it is indirect. And if SRC, IRC, and JRC are indeed annals, we cannot claim
that they are included in the biblical text at any length. In placing 1-2 Kings in its literary-historical
context, we must be careful with the terminology we use to describe historiographical genres. It is
suspect to deem SRC, IRC, and JRC as “annals,” since traces of material that is properly “annalistic”
cannot be conclusively found in 1-2 Kings.
d) Omens
Although not directly relevant to Israelite historiography, omens constitute an important aspect
of Mesopotamian attempts to understand the past. In fact, J.J. Finkelstein has asserted the debatable
claim that they “lie at the very root of all Mesopotamian historiography.”58 Even if this is not true, its
connection with historiography is significant. In these texts, the past becomes a tool for understanding
future events. Likely deriving from Mesopotamian list science,59 omens connect natural phenomena to
historical events in order that ancients could better understand and alter the cyclical occurrences of
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JRC.
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Von Hartmut Gese, “Geschichtliches Denken im Alten Orient und im Alten Testament,” ZTK 55 (1958): 131–36;
Van Seters, In Search of History, 77.
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history. They are constructed of a protasis, which lists the natural phenomenon, and an apodosis,
recounting the historical event. The natural phenomenon, which could be the form of a sheep’s liver in
an extispicy text or the alignment of the starts in an astronomical diary, becomes the “symptom”60 by
which the diviner can foresee the coming of a certain historical event, such as a battle or change in the
throne. If one wanted to avoid the event described in the apodosis, one must perform an appropriate
apotropaic ritual to manipulate the expected cycle of events.61 While this is an odd practice to a modern
Westerner, it illuminates the value of historiography in the Mesopotamian worldview and provides a
glimpse into past events. As Speiser bluntly states, “The omen material is worthless as a science but
invaluable as raw source material.”62
As an example, the following offers excerpts from an extispicy text concerning the form of a sheep’s
liver:
(17) “[if at the…] of the manzazu there is an elongated hole, the ruler will die of a scorpion sting
(19) “If in the… of the manzazu there is an elongated hole, there will be trouble in the country.”63

Another sample from an astronomical diary demonstrates how a celestial phenomenon would be linked
with a significant historical-political event:
17’
[. . . .] . . . . The 27th, a rainbow whose brightness was very great stretched in the
east.
18’ [. . . . in] Hiritu in the province of Sippar the troops of Babylonia and of Assyria
19’ fou[ght with each] other, and the troops of Babylonia withdrew and were heavily
defeated.64

In both examples we see the connection the text establishes between the natural phenomena and
national events. If a certain event outside of the human being’s control occurs, some blessing or curse
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on a national scale will occur in tandem with it. In the latter example, a third element, a chronological
date, is supplied. It illustrates how concern for chronology emerged to serve religious ends. It is just this
point that leads Van Seters to conclude that the sort of historical consciousness we witness in the omens
does not lead to a proper historiography, or history for history’s sake.65 As we will see in the ensuing
chapter, this point is contested.66 Nuances in defining historiography notwithstanding, the omen texts
show some awareness of past events on the part of ancient Mesopotamian scribes and must be
considered in understanding the development of ancient Near Eastern historiography.
e) King Lists
The most ancient historiographical practice among scribes was the keeping of king lists. The
Palermo Stone of the late-third millennium and the Sumerian King List, dated no later than the
nineteenth century, witness to the antiquity of this genre in the ancient Near East.67 These lists come in
varied forms but generally note the name of a king and the number of years he reigned. At other times,
further information such as patrilineal heritage is listed. The term “list” aptly describes these
documents, as they are not prosaic and appear simply in catalogue form. The following excerpt from
“The Babylonian King List A”68 shows the bare format of a king list from the Iron III period:
6 Ashurnadinshumi, dynasty of Habigal
1 Nergalushezib
5 Ushezib-Marduk, dynasty of E
8 Sennacherib
65
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[…] Esarhaddon
[…] Shamashshum
[…] Kandal

This particular king list is typical in its presentation of the number of years a king reigned, followed by
the king’s name. Occasionally, information on the king’s dynasty is listed.
An interesting fact concerning this example is that, despite its conclusion listing native kings and
its Babylonian-centric perspective, it presents the names of rulers over Babylon who are Assyrian. The
dates given for the Assyrian overlords of Babylon indicate the period when Babylon had been conquered
by their more powerful neighbors to the north. This tells us that the scribes were not content to ignore
negative periods in their city’s history, but instead had a true antiquarian interest.
Also significant is the “Synchronistic King List.” This document inventories in two parallel
columns the rulers over both Assyria and Babylon as they simultaneously ruled from earliest-known
antiquity to the time of Ashurbanipal in Assyria and Kandalanu in Babylon. It does not list years, rather
the interest is in contemporaneous rule. A sample from the same period covered in the above example
from Babylonian King List A69 is given in the following:
Sennacherib

Sennacherib, king of Assyria
Belupahhir (and)
Esarhaddon, son of Sennacherib, king of Assyria
and of Babylonia
Nabuzerlishir (and) Ishtarshumeresh, his viziers
Ashurbanipal, same
Ashurbanipal, same
Ishtarshumeresh, his vizier

69

Ashurnadinshumi, the father [ceded] him the
throne
Nergalushezib, son of Gahul
Mushezib-Marduk, a native of Bit-Dakkuri were
the kings of [Ak]kad
And of Babylon
Kalbu, his viziers

Shamashshumukin, same
Kandalanu, same

Adapted from Ibid., 120; “The Synchronistic Chronicle,” translated by A. Leo Oppenheim (ANET, 273-4). Excerpts
from plate iv.
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This particular list lends credence to the suggestion that a historian of 1-2 Kings utilized a preexisting king list synchronizing the reigns of both Israelite and Judahite kings into his work.70
Nevertheless, it is debatable how and when Israel and Judah composed such king lists. They could have
been contemporaneously constructed with each reign or written retrospectively by compiling material
from ancient sources.71 Unfortunately, ancient Near Eastern parallels do not offer a clear solution.72
Regardless, there is a high probability that Israelite and Judahite scribes kept and had access to king lists,
and it remains a possibility that these lists were utilized by a scribe in 1-2 Kings.
f) Chronicles
Despite their differences, there is a close relationship between king lists and chronicles. Both
have an overt concern for chronology and present political events in a formulaic style. Because of these
similarities, A.K. Grayson subsumes both under the larger term “chronographic texts.” He has
demonstrated the proximity of these two genres by noting that one particular document, the Assyrian
King List, has features of both chronicles and king lists.73
Yet, a brief study of most chronicles reveals significant differences in style. Whereas king lists
appear in list form, chronicles are presented prosaically. They begin with the notation of a year and
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extrapolate upon the events within that year. Jean-Jacques Glassner enumerates three basic traits of
chronicles, namely their prosaic style, the priority in expressing time, and their linguistic brevity.74
Beyond this, the genre is difficult to define.75 Their subject matter typically centers on the
activity of kings. B. Landsberger and Th. Bauer have offered, based on marginal notes left by scribes, that
battles were seen as the focus of this genre.76 Nevertheless, there are two extant chronicles that are
also concerned with other matters, such as religious activities and market prices.77 Moreover, although
most chronicles come from Babylonia, some have their provenance in Assyria and one in particular has a
pro-Assyrian bias.78 The fragments from late-second-millennium Assyria test the assumption that the
chronicles have their origin in Babylonia, opening the possibility of the ubiquity of this genre.79
Despite these objections, Mordechai Cogan has produced a helpful definition for our purposes:
"The most prominent characteristic of the Babylonian Chronicles, which distinguishes them from
other chronographic texts, such as king lists and the eponym chronicles, is the recital of discrete,
unrelated events arranged according to the years of the king's reign. These accounts are concise;
they lack polemics and express neither praise nor disparagement, traits that suggest their nonroyal genesis.”80
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In clarifying his definition, Cogan acknowledges the minority of chronicles that are not directly related to
the activities of kings.81 And his characterization of the “discrete, unrelated events” as well as the
concision and lack of judgment, certainly characterize this genre. Thus Cogan has presented a beneficial
definition of these texts for what follows.
Many scholars have associated the original SRC, IRC, and JRC with chronicles.82 The chronicle
known simply as “The Neo-Babylonian Chronicle” (“ABC 1” for our purposes in alignment with Grayson’s
listing) has drawn the most attention, particularly since Jepsen’s work. Of the many chronicles that have
been preserved, this particular example provides the most parallels for the chronographic material in 12 Kings. It frequently refers to accessions, rebellions, battles, and death in a detached and brief thirdperson style. The period covered is from the mid-eighth to the mid-seventh centuries BCE, thus
contemporary with Iron II Israel and Judah. It is also renowned for its objectivity83 and bare presentation
of events, as it leaves off judgments on particular kings and even notes Babylonian defeats. These
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thematic and literary factors alone are enough to warrant a close reading from biblical scholars who
notice the same characteristics in the framework of 1-2 Kings. Compared to the remaining corpus of
Mesopotamian chronicles, ABC 1 also provides a large amount of data in one place. It covers almost a
century of history, much larger than the more circumscribed histories extant on the smaller tablets that
also communicate political histories, and it is well preserved, extant on a large library tablet with two
sides each containing two columns.
However, many other chronicles, found on smaller tablets, also witness many of these same
features. In what follows, we will consider these as well, but our primary focus will be on the best
exemplar of this tradition, ABC 1.
Before proceeding to detail the many comparable features between ABC 1 and the text of 1-2
Kings, we must establish a key comparison between the death, burial, and succession formulae. We
have already tied these to the proposed original sources of SRC, IRC, and JRC, noting that these features
always occur in conjunction with the source citations and thus must be a constitutive trait of them.
These are also important facets of the Babylonian chronicles, and ABC 1 in particular. And, bolstering
this connection, the linguistic similarities in these notices are striking. For example, compare the death
and burial notices between 2 Kgs 21:18 and line i.11 of ABC 1:
Table 3.1

2 Kgs 21:18

ABC 1:i.11

d
ן־עזָ א
ֻ ַן־ביתֹו ְׁבג
ֵ ַם־אב ָֹתיו וַ יִ ָק ֵבר ְׁבג
ְׁ ַ  וַ יִ ְׁש ַכב ְׁמנַ ֶּׁשה ִעMU XIV Nabû-naṣir GIG-ma ina ēkalli-šu

šīmātimes

And Manasseh slept with his fathers, and he was
In the twelfth year, Nabu-naṣir became ill and he
buried in the garden of his house, in the garden of went to his destinies in his palace.
Uzzah
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The Hebrew formula varies throughout 1-2 Kings with some kings not given a burial location,84 some
formulae provide an active verb in the third person Qal plural for קבר,85 and there are also different
locations of burial when it is indicated.86 Also, the Hebrew and Akkadian texts do not share any cognate
terms. Despite these factors, their style is similar. Both of these texts note the death of a king who dies
of natural causes. They also both use a circumlocution to describe death and burial, with the Hebrew
text noting that Manasseh “slept with his ancestors” and Nabu-nasir going “to his destinies.” And both
indicate the location of burial. In addition, they are equally concise and reserved in judgment, reporting
only the facts of the events.
These texts display similarities in the event of a violent death of a king, as is evident in the
following comparison:
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Table 3.2

2 Kgs 14:19-21

ABC 1:iii.34-38

וַ יִ ְׁק ְׁשרּו ָע ָליו ֶּׁק ֶּׁשר ִבירּו ָש ִַל ִם וַ יָ נָ ס ָל ִכי ָשה וַ יִ ְׁש ְׁלחּו ַאח ָריו19 ITIṬebētu UD XXkam dSîn-[aḥ]ḥēmeš-erība šar kurAššur
MUmeš dSinậḥḥēmeš-erība
ישה וַ יְׁ ִמ ֻתהּו ָשם׃
ָ  ָל ִכmār-šukurina siḥi iddūk-šu
uš
šarrut Aššur īpuš ul[tu] UD XXkam ša itiṬebēti
אתֹו ַעל־ ַהּסּו ִסים וַ יִ ָק ֵבר ִבירּו ָש ִַל ִם ִעם־אבֹ ָתיו ְׁב ִעיר
ֹ וַ יִ ְׁשאּו20 adi UD II š[a] itiAddari siḥi ina kurAššur sadir
 ָדוִ ד׃itiAddaru UD [X?]XVIIIkam Aššur-aḥa-iddina mār-šu
kur
ab
ן־שש ֶּׁע ְׁש ֵרה ָשנָ ה
ֵ וַ יִ ְׁקחּו ָכל־ ַעם יְׁ הּו ָדה ֶּׁאת־עזַ ְׁר ָיה וְׁ הּוא ֶּׁב21 ina Aššur ina kussê ittašab
וַ יַ ְׁמ ִלכּו אֹתֹו ַת ַחת ָא ִ ִ֥ביו א ַמ ְׁציָ הּו׃
The twentieth day of Tebet Sennacherib, king of
Assyria- his son killed him in a rebellion.
Sennacherib reigned over Assyria [24] years.
From the twentieth day of Tebet until the
second day of Adar, the rebellion continued. On
the twenty-eighth [or eighteenth] day of Adar
Esarhaddon, his son, ascended the throne in
Assyria.

And they rebelled against him in Jerusalem, so he
fled to Lachish. And they chased after him to
Lachish, and he died there. And they lifted him
upon horses and he was buried in Jerusalem with
his ancestors in the City of David. And all the
people of Judah took Azariah, who was sixteen
years old, and they made him reign after his
father, Amaziah.
In both of these instances, a rebellion against the king is noted and the accession of the king’s

son follows. The Babylonian text provides chronological information, whereas the Hebrew text does not.
It also interrupts the events with a note on the length of Sennacherib’s reign, whereas the tendency in
the Hebrew text is to place this at the beginning of a king’s reign, with the exception of Solomon’s
narrative. Also, we again see the use of different idioms to describe an event, this time the succession of
a son. The passage regarding Amaziah’s successor simply uses the direct phrasing of  ָמ ַלְך ַת ַחת, and
Esarhaddon’s succession of his father is depicted with the phrase ina kussê ittašab. So we again do not
find cognate terminology here. But once more, the movement of these passages is similar. They both
briefly review a rebellion and follow it up with a note on the king’s successor (in both cases noted as his
son). In fact, the notice of a successor is frequently found in these two texts regardless of the manner of
a king’s death. Thus, both 1-2 Kings and the neo-Babylonian chronicles utilize a similar reporting style for
death, burial, and succession of kings. Given that these elements are connected to the citation of SRC,
IRC, and JRC in 1-2 Kings, it appears our closest analogs come from the chronicles.
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We have not seen reporting on a king’s life of this kind in any of the historiographical material
we have surveyed. The daybooks, for instance, are only concerned with the spheres of battle or palace
economics, and their presentations of these matters are much more detailed than the brief notices we
see in the samples here. The self-aggrandizing annals do not report the death of a king in such a matterof-fact fashion. While death, burial, and succession could be implied from king lists, they do not report
these events in a prosaic style. The literary character of the chronicles evinces the closest parallel to the
death, burial, and succession formulae in 1-2 Kings we have seen.

Excursus: Source Citations in the Ancient Near East
Before continuing to outline comparisons and contrasts between 1-2 Kings and the Babylonian
chronicles, we turn to the question of how historians cited sources in the ancient Near East. Given that
we only know about SRC, IRC, and JRC through source citations, it will be important to see how ancient
scribes in surrounding and contemporaneous areas attributed material to other sources. These practices
differed somewhat in Mesopotamia and Egypt, so we will examine each of these in turn.
In Mesopotamia, sources were often cited within the colophon.87 Colophons could include any
material such as the series and number of a tablet, the names of the scribe and the tablet’s owner,
blessings and curses, and anything the scribe would like to communicate about the text.88 Particularly
source texts were frequently mentioned in colophons. This was driven by a strong desire among
Mesopotamian scribes to establish credibility for their writing.89 We often find these colophons in
historiographical texts to support the credibility of the events presented within it. Hence, Glassner
writes:
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“Since history was supposed to preserve a sure memory of the past, its norms of credibility had to
be established. The first task of the historian consisted, therefore, in the faithful citation of the
material being copied and the correct identification of sources. To be more precise, when it was a
matter of the reproduction of a document or the compilation of sources, the copyist or compiler
had to guard against any personal contribution or addition, however minimal.” 90

Colophons took on a rigid format in the Old Babylonian period. However, by the neo-Babylonian
era, colophons, and especially source citations, were irregular and less formulaic in their styling.91
Despite this, three neo-Babylonian chronicles retain colophons, and they witness to the more flexible
format in this period. One concludes with a blessing for the one who preserves the tablet.92 Two others
preserve both source citations and information about the scribe. The first, from ABC 1, preserves data
on the transmission of the text, the owner of the tablet, the scribe, the date, and location:
The first section, written as its old tablet, as well as inspected and collated. Tablet of A-na-Belerish, son of Lib-lu-tu, son of Kalbi-Sin. Responsibility of Ea-nadin, son of A-na-Bel-erish, son of
Kalbi-Sin. Babylon. The sixth (or sixteenth/twenty-sixth) of the twenty-second year of Darius, king
of Babylon and nations.// Pir-su reštu kima labīri(sumun)-šu šatir(sar)-ma baru u uppuš tuppi mAna-dBēl-ēriš(kam) mār(a)- šu ša mLi-ib-lu-tu mār mKalbi-dSîn(šeš.ki) qat mdE-a- nādin mār(a)-šu ša
mA-na-d Bêl-êriš(kam) mār mKalbi-dSîn(šeš.ki) Bābiliki [iti][…UD (XX)]VIkam MU XXIIkam mDari[ia(?)-muš] šar Bābiliki u mātāti(kur.kur)93

The second comes from ABC 15, includes the source and the owner of the tablet:
“Non-integrated lines from a writing board of Urshidazimeni. One-column tablet of Nabu-kasir,
son of Ea-ilu-ibni.//MU.MU NU TÉŠ.Ame ultu muḫḫi gišlē’i(da) mUr-ši-da-zi-me(?)-ni(?) imgi-ṭi
md
Nabû-kaṣi-ir mār(a) mEa(XL)-ilu-ta-ibni.94

These examples both show a concern to note the source from which the historian took his
material, just as we find in the source citations of 1-2 Kings. This, in fact, is the most common
element of a colophon when the text has been copied from a prior source. In Akkadian, the
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Glassner, Mesopotamian Chronicles, 14.
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ABC 1.iv.39-43.
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ABC 15.23-24. Grayson notes that the name Urshidazimeni is not attested elsewhere, but elements of it are
present in Kassite names. Grayson, Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles, 130. Glassner, however, reconstructs the
Akkadian here as ana taš-lim-da zime-ni, thus “for the sake of completeness.” Glassner, Mesopotamian Chronicles,
212–13.
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phrase usually appears as “according to its original, written, checked, and copied//kīma labrīšu
šaṭirma bari u uppuš.”95 The Hebrew citations are different from this, stating, “And the
remainder of the deeds of…, [and all that he did…], they are written in// ]...ל־א ֶּׁשר
ְׁ ַ וְׁ יֶּׁ ֶּׁתר ִד ְׁב ֵרי… [וְׁ ָכ
...תּובים ַעל
ִ הנָ ם ֵה ָמה ְׁכ/א
ִ ֹ ”הְׁל
ַ They are similar in that they both retain the verb “to write”
(Akkadian šāṭāru, Hebrew )כתב, but the grammatical presentation of the verb differs in that the
Hebrew verb appears in the passive participle, while the Akkadian verb typically appears in the
stative, preterite, and causative stems.96
Expanding this comparison beyond the chronicles in the Akkadian literature, another
feature appears in colophons that also appears in the citations of SRC, IRC, and JRC. Leichty
notes that, when a tablet has been excerpted rather than completely copied, the colophon will
note as such with the verb nasāḫu (“to excerpt”97). In the citations of 1-2 Kings, we universally
see the noun "( יֶּׁ ֶּׁתרthe remainder”) to signify to the reader that there is more to see in the cited
source. With this, as with the verb “to write,” we see a common approach in both the Akkadian
and Hebrew examples, as the historians attempt to communicate the sources from which they
have borrowed their material, but the manner in which these are expressed is different. The
literary movement of the citations differs, with different verbal forms and idioms used. Also, the
Hebrew citations do not appear at the end of the narrative of each king’s reign, but rather close
to the end with the death, burial, and succession formulae appearing last. Sometimes other
information appears between the citations and these formulae. The Akkadian citations, on the
other hand, always appear in the final colophon. Thus, we see that Akkadian and Hebrew scribes
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had similar interests in preserving the information on their sources, but they used different
literary means to accomplish this.
Turning to Egypt, scribal practice typically did not dictate the use of colophons in the same way
as in Mesopotamia. Most titles and colophons appear on the reverse side of a scroll or outside of a
scroll’s beginning. However, a few texts note the procedure by which the scribe copied the document or
include blessings and curses at the end like their Mesopotamian counterparts.98 Yet source citations in
particular were irregular by comparison to Mesopotamian documents. The mention of the palace
daybook from the Annal of Thutmose III’s sixth campaign mentioned above is certainly one example of a
source citation. But a more telling instance comes from the Karnak inscription of Thutmose III’s first
campaign at Megiddo, also quoted in the previous section. Toward the end of the inscription, the
following notice is found:
Now all that his majesty did to this town and to the wretched foe and his wretched army was
recorded on its day by the name of the sortie and by the name of the troop- commander. … They
are recorded on a roll of leather in the temple of Amon to this day.99//ir<t>.n nbt ḥm.f r dmi pn r
ḫrw pf hsy ḥnc mšc.f hsy smnw m hrw m rn.f m rn nct ˹m˺ rn[w?] nw imy-r mn [fyt(?)… iw.s] n smn
ḥr crt nt dḥr m ḥwt-ntr nt [Imn] m hrw pn100

The resemblance of this source citation101 to the frequent source citations in 1-2 Kings is remarkable:
“And the remainder of the deeds of…, [and all that he did…], they are written in the Book of the
Chronicles of Solomon/the Kings of Israel/the Kings of Judah.// הנָ ם/א
ִ ֹ ] ַ ְׁהל...ל־א ֶּׁשר
ְׁ ַ וְׁ יֶּׁ ֶּׁתר ִד ְׁב ֵרי… [וְׁ ָכ
הּודה
ָ ְׁ ְׁל ַמ ְׁל ֵכי י/ ְׁל ַמ ְׁל ֵכי יִ ְׁש ָר ֵאל/תּובים ַעל ֵס ֶּׁפר ִד ְׁב ֵרי ַהיָ ִמים ְׁשֹלמֹה
ִ  ֵה ָמה ְׁכ.”

The structure of the Egyptian citation parallels the citations in 1-2 Kings in that it begins with a notice of
the comprehensive nature of what can be found in the source alluded to (not always present in the
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citations of 1-2 Kings), proceeds to list examples of what this content is, and concludes by naming the
source. Moreover, the placement of the Egyptian citation appears toward the end of the document, yet
preceding other material with daybook characteristics. The citation occurs on lines 93-94 of an annal
with over 100 lines, the final portion of which lists the booty taken from the defeated enemy. Yet before
this list, there is a description of the surrender of the enemy. This short paragraph in lines 94-96 bears a
similar style to the material narrating the account of the battle which precedes the source citation.102 In
the same way, the citations of SRC, IRC, and JRC appear prior near the end of each king’s narrative, but
before the death and burial formulae, as well as the successor notices.
Differences appear in that the Egyptian source regards battle events and the citations in 1-2
Kings refer to the deeds of a king’s reign, in addition to the fact that the Egyptian text mentions where
the source text is deposited. Also there is a lacuna of about 2 meters in the Egyptian text.103 However,
given the size of the inscription and the space required for hieroglyphics, this is not a significant amount
of space. This objection does not affect the fact that the movement of these citations is so similar. In
addition, both final forms of the texts attest to the pattern of life/event from cited sourcecitation of
the sourceconclusion of life/event from cited source. Although no such thing can be proven, this
example reveals the plausibility that Hebrew scribes adopted a similar citation formula for 1-2 Kings, and
that its origins may lie in Egypt.
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Redford argues, though tentatively, that this is an editorial expansion. Redford, The Wars in Syria and Palestine
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If this is true, what can this tell us about the function of the citations in 1-2 Kings? Van Seters
notes that the Egyptian citations exist for their “verifiability” to “express concern for the credibility of
the record.”104 If indeed Hebrew scribes assumed this model of source citation for the sources in 1-2
Kings, we may reasonably expect that their purpose in doing so was the same as their Egyptian
counterparts. That is, the allusions to sources in 1-2 Kings exist as source citations and not as a rhetorical
device. This argues against the thesis of Mark Leuchter, who contends that the so-called “citations” are
rhetorical questions intended to provoke an ambiguous feeling toward kingship on the part of the
reader.105 Given that similar phrasing occurs in the Egyptian annals with the intention of functioning as a
source citation, and in a context that lauds the king, Leuchter’s claim is less likely. Rather, the weight of
evidence with the Egyptian annal’s citation of the journals points to the idea that the parallel citations in
1-2 Kings serve as source citations and nothing more.

Further Comparing the Neo-Babylonian Chronicles and Chronographic Material in 1-2 Kings
The close comparisons of the content between the neo-Babylonian chronicles and the death,
burial, and succession formulae of 1-2 Kings warrant further investigation. In fact, a number of different
features of the chronicles find an analogue in the text of 1-2 Kings. This section will exhibit the many
thematic and lexical parallels between the two corpuses. We will study, not only where the texts are
similar, but also the ways in which they differ from one another. As the exemplar text of the neoBabylonian chronicles, most of the Akkadian parallels will come from ABC 1, yet others will be employed
as necessary. Biblical texts will be drawn from throughout 1-2 Kings.
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a) Rebellions
Table 3.3

1 Kgs 15:27-28

ABC 1:i.14-18

ן־א ִחיָ ה ְׁל ֵבית יִ ָש ְׁש ָכר וַ יַ ֵכהּו ַב ַע ְָׁשה
ְׁ ַ וַ ִִַיִ ְׁקש ֹר ָע ָליו ַב ְׁע ָשא ֶּׁב27 MU II nadinu ina siḥi dîk II MUmeš Nadin šarru-ut
Babiliki īpušuš mŠuma-[ukin] bēl pīḥāti bēl siḥi ina
ל־ּגבתֹון
ְׁ ְׁבגִ ְׁבתֹון ַ ְׁא ֶּׁשר לַ ְׁפ ִל ְׁש ִתים וְׁ נָ ָדב וְׁ ָכל־יִ ְׁש ָר ֵאל ָצ ִרים ַע
kussê ittašab ITI II UD[meš (m)Šu]ma-[ukin] šarru-ut
28
הּודה וַ יִ ְׁמֹלְך
ָ ְׁ וַ יְׁ ִמ ֵתהּו ַב ְׁע ָשא ִב ְׁשנַ ת ְׁשֹלש לְׁ ָא ָסא ֶּׁמ ֶּׁלְך יBābiliki īpuš[uš] mMukinzē[ri mā]r [Amukana] ina
 ַת ְׁח ָתיוkussê idki(zi)-šu-ma kussậ iṣbat

Baasha, son of Ahijah, of the house of Issachar,
conspired against him. Baasha struck him in
Gibbethon, which belongs to the Philistines. [This
happened while] Nadab and all Israel were
besieging Gibbethon. Baasha killed him in the
third year of Asa, king of Judah, and he reigned
after him.

In the second year (Nabu)-nadin-(zeri) was killed
in a rebellion. Two years (Nabu)-nadin-(zeri) ruled
as king of Babylon. (Nabu)-šuma-(ukin), a deputy,
master of the rebellion, sat on the throne. With
one month and two days (Nabu)-(šu)ma-ukin
ruled as king of Babylon. (Nabu)-mukin-ze(ri), the
son of the Ammukan, removed him from the
throne and he seized it.

The theme of rebellion is common in both 1-2 Kings106 and in the Babylonian chronicles107. In
both instances above, we see a concise notice of a rebellion. In the case from 1 Kgs 5:27-28, Baasha
ousts Nadab from the throne during a battle. In the case of ABC 1, (Nabu)-nadin-(zeri) is o verthro wn
by (Nabu)-šuma-(ukin), who in turn is deposed by (Nabu)-mukin-ze(ri). In both cases, we are informed
of a leader of the rebellion and the date at which this happens. The date from 1 Kings is a synchronized
one, offering the year of the reign of the corresponding Judahite king, Asa. In the case of the Babylonian
text, we are given the year of the first deceased king’s reign and the length of the first rebel’s reign. The
date in the Hebrew text is presented at the end, while the date in the Akkadian text is noted at the
beginning. The Hebrew text uses the verb קשר, while we find the Akkadian phrase ina siḥi dîk in the
Babylonian text. Though each text uses different lexical specifics due obviously to the use of separate
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languages, the conciseness, topic, third person perspective, and perfective aspect used in these texts is
common and does not find such parallel elsewhere in ancient Near Eastern historiography.
Additionally, 1 Kgs 16:20 and 2 Kgs 15:15 both note that information on conspiracies can be
found in IRC. This provides further evidence that the “chronicles of the kings” generically comparable to
the neo-Babylonian chronicles.
b) Length of Reign
Table 3.4

2 Kgs 15:2

ABC 1: i.12

ּוש ַתיִ ם ָשנָ ה ָמ ַלְך
ְׁ נ־שש ֶּׁע ְׁש ֵרה ָשנָ ה ָה ָיה ְׁב ָמ ְׁלכֹו וַ ַ ְׁח ִמ ִשים
ֵ  ֶּׁבXIV MUmeš dNabûnāṣir šarrut Bābilki īpušuš
ירּוש ָלם
ָ ירּוש ָל ִם וְׁ ֵשם ִאמֹו יְׁ ָכ ְׁליָ הּו ִמ
ָ ִב

He was a child of sixteen years when he began
to reign. Fifty-two years he reigned in Jerusalem.
The name of his mother was Jecoliah of
Jerusalem.

Fourteen years Nabunasir ruled over Babylon.

A common feature of both 1-2 Kings108 and the neo-Babylonian chronicles109 is to cite the length
of the king’s reign. Both note this briefly with the king’s name, the number of years, and where he ruled.
The Hebrew uses the perfect of the expected verb מלך, while the Akkadian uses the preterite form of
the verb epēšum. The Hebrew text adds other notes, such as the age of the king at his accession, which
we do not find in the Akkadian text. Also, for Judahite kings in 1-2 Kings, the name of the king’s mother
is given.110
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This point of comparison helps us better understand the relationship between chronicles and
king lists in 1-2 Kings. In chapter one, we noted the possible presence of king list material in the
introductory formulae, especially as drawn out by Bin-Nun’s argument. This introductory formulae
included notices of accession, lengths of reign, and synchronisms. Bin-Nun demonstrated the origins of
this material from king lists. However, our external control, the neo-Babylonian chronicles, reveals to us
that these data also existed in chronicle sources, and in prosaic form, not list form. We must surmise
that the accession data, length of reign notices, and synchronisms must have been a part of the form of
IRC and JRC used by the Deuteronomistic Historian. As we noted in chapter one, a difficulty arises in the
places where these sources are not cited but accession data do exist. Either the historian did not have
these sources in front of him and the introductory formulae must therefore derive from a source distinct
from the cited sources (such as a king list used directly by the Deuteronomistic Historian), or they are
missing for some polemical reason. Given the close relationship between the Hebrew and Akkadian
texts in this particular information, we must give more credence to the latter suggestion. That is, where
the final form of the text provides accession formulae for rulers without concluding formulae, including
source citations, the historian of 1-2 Kings still must have drawn the data in the introductory formulae
from IRC and JRC.111
Another shared item that supports the idea that this information was derived from a chronicle is
that ABC 1:i.25-26 notes the length of Tiglath-pilesar III’s reign in two different locations, Akkad and
Assyria. Likewise in 1 Kings, the reader is told the number of years both David and Omri ruled in
separate cities (David ruled seven years in Hebron and thirty-three in Jerusalem, Omri reigned for six
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years in Tirzah and six years in Samaria).112 This demonstrates similarly stylized notices in both the neoBabylonian chronicles and 1-2 Kings.
c) Accession
Table 3.5

1 Kgs 15:1

ABC 1: i.1-2

ki
ּוב ְׁשנַ ת ְׁשמֹנֶּׁ ה ֶּׁע ְׁש ֵרה ַל ֶּׁמ ֶּׁלְך יָ ָר ְׁב ָעם ֶּׁבן־נְׁ ָבט ָמ ַלְך
ִ [mu X]šar Bābil Tukul-ti-apil-e-šar-ra ina
ku[r]

הּודה
ָ ְַׁא ְִׁביָ ם ַעל־י
In the eighteenth year of Jeroboam, son of
Nebat, Abijam reigned over Judah.

Aššur ina kussê ittašab

[in the x year of x], king of Babylon, Tiglathpilesar sat on the throne in Assyria.

Notices of accession appear throughout 1-2 Kings113 and find a close parallel in the neoBabylonian chronicles.114 They both provide a chronological introduction, introduce the name of the
king, and note the territory over which he reigned. Significantly, ABC 1 provides a synchronism
recording the reigns of both Assyrian and Babylonian kings just as 1-2 Kings presents the synchronism
between Israelite and Judahite kings. They differ, once again, in the manner in which these accessions
are expressed, as would be expected among distinct but related languages. The Hebrew uses the word
“reigned” ( )מלךwhile the Akkadian uses the expression “to sit on a throne” (ina kussê wašabum).
However, the terseness of these notices, the perfective aspect found in both, and the synchronisms
provide suggestive evidence that these come from comparable sources.
Again, we find further supporting evidence that data characteristic of king lists could also be
found in chronicles. As with the notices of reign length, the accession notices and synchronisms are
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also part of the introductory formulae in 1-2 Kings and we would expect, based on Bin-Nun’s argument,
that such data have their origins in king lists. But these parts of the introductory formulae also find a
close affinity with the neo-Babylonian chronicles. Though these do not always appear in conjunction
with source citations of IRC and JRC, the parallels in the neo-Babylonian chronicles indicate that such
information was also integrated into chronicles. Thus, we may safely surmise that the sources used by
the historian of 1-2 Kings already contained accession information and synchronizations.
Here we must also explore Grabbe’s argument that a historian of 1-2 Kings only drew from JRC
as a source for the length of the kings’ reigns and accessions for both Kingdoms.115 That is, just as the
Babylonian historian of ABC 1 gives information concerning neighboring nations like Assyria and Elam,
the Judahite scribe likewise could have found his information concerning Israel only in JRC. Indeed, ABC
1, in addition to other chronicles, offers a wealth of information on neighboring kingdoms, and these
particular characteristics of the chronicles often appear in connection with kings of foreign nations.
Nevertheless, Grabbe’s argument on this point falls short. Reign lengths and accession data are only
given for the foreign kings whose rules have a bearing on Babylon, whether through battle against
Babylon or hegemony over it. In fact, the synchronisms do not appear with any regularity as they do in
1-2 Kings until the fall of the Northern Kingdom. Moreover, the wealth of information we have
concerning the Northern Kingdom of Israel in 1-2 Kings suggests, by comparison with the chronicles, that
a historian of 1-2 Kings had far more information concerning Israel than the Babylonian scribe had about
Assyria and Elam. In particular, long stretches of 1-2 Kings, such as 1 Kgs 14:19-16:30 and 2 Kgs 13:2217:6, alternate chronicle-like information about Israel and Judah, with Israel actually receiving more
attention than Judah in these spans. Much of this information has nothing to do with Israelite-Judahite
relations. The neo-Babylonian chronicles, by contrast, only provide data for other kingdoms where these
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nations’ political activities impinge upon Babylonian interests. Specifically, much of this information
appears where Babylon has a power vacuum that is filled by these outside nations, a phenomenon that
does not appear for Israel and Judah in 1-2 Kings until their respective destructions. Thus, we must
assert, contra Grabbe, that a historian of 1-2 Kings had both IRC and JRC at hand.
d) Short Notices of a Battle Account
Table 3.6

2 Kgs 14:7

ABC 1:iii.17-18

MU NU ZU mMe-na-nu ummāni kurElàmti kurAkkadîki
יא־המ ַלח ע ֶּׁש ֶּׁרת א ָל ִפים וְׁ ָת ַפש
ֶּׁ
ֵת־אדֹום ְׁבג
ֱ הּוא־ה ָכה ֶּׁא
ִ
uru
kur
id-ke-e-ma ina

Ḫa-le-le-e ṣal-tum ana libbi

ת־ש ָמּה יָ ְׁק ְׁת ֵאל ַעד ַהיֹום
ְׁ ת־ה ֶּּׁס ַלע ַב ִמ ְׁל ָח ָמה וַ יִ ְׁק ָרא ֶּׁא
ַ  ֶּׁאšur īpušuš-ma BALAtum kurAš-šur iltakanan.

Aš-

 ַהזֶּׁ הIn an unknown year Humban-nimena mustered
He struck Edom in the Valley of The Salt, ten
thousand, and he seized the Sela in the battle. And
its name is called Yoqtel unto this day.

the troops of Elam (and) Akkad and did battle
against the heart of Assyria in Halule and he
made Assyria retreat.

The narrative of Amaziah in 2 Kgs 14 provides evidence of two different kinds of battle accounts
in 1-2 Kings, a short version and a long version. Each of these types is found in the neo-Babylonian
chronicles. In fact, battle accounts comprise the bulk of the neo-Babylonian chronicles, occupying the
entirety of chronicles 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, and 9, as well as the majority of others. The first type of battle notice
is a brief synopsis of a king’s battle against a foreign land. They simply note the parties involved and the
result. The example shown from the Amaziah account, for instance, states that Amaziah did battle )(נכה
against Edom, won, and took booty.116 The Babylonian text, in a similar fashion, baldly states that the
Edomite king Humban-nimena procured troops from Akkad to join his army in defeating Assyria. Thus,
for some battle accounts, scribes did not feel the necessity to provide a long account.

116

The geographical note is an exegetical gloss we will discuss in the next chapter.
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e) Parallel Information in Longer Battle Accounts
Table 3.7

2 Kgs 14:13-14

ABC 1 iii.45-iv.6

kam md
Nergal-u-še-[zib] itiDu’ūzu UD XVIkam
הּודה ֶּׁבן־יְׁ הֹו ָאש ֶּׁבן־א ַחזְׁ יָ הּו
ָ ְׁוְׁ ֵאת א ַמ ְׁציָ הּו ֶּׁמ ֶּׁלְך־י13 MU I
d

Nergal-u-še-zib Nipp[ur]ki iṣbatbat ḥubata (sar)

הֹואש ֶּׁמ ֶּׁלְך־יִ ְׁש ָר ֵאל ְׁב ֵבית ָש ֶּׁמש וַ יָ בֹאו
ָ ְׁ ָת ַפש יiḥtabat(sar) šillata(ir) ištalal(ir)lal itiTašrītu UD Ikam
רּוש ִַלם ְׁב ַש ַער ֶּׁא ְׁפ ַריִ ם ַעד־
ָ ְׁחֹומת י
ַ ּוש ִַלם וַ יִ ְׁפר ֹץ ְׁב
ָ  יְׁ ֣רumm[āni kur] Aššur ana Urukki īrbūmeš ilānimeš šaša
ki
u nišēmeš-šu iḥtabtu dNergal-u-še-zib arki
 ַש ַער ַה ִפנָ ה ַא ְׁר ַבע ֵמאֹות ַא ָמה׃Uruk
lu
meš
ki
meš

Elamāia illikū-ma ilāni

ša Uruk u niše

-šu

וְׁ ָל ַקח ֶּׁאת־ ָכל־ ַהזָ ָהב־וְׁ ַה ֶּׁכ ֶּׁסף וְׁ ֵאת ָכל־ ַה ֵכ ִלים14 ite[e]kmu itiTašrītu UD VIIkam ina piḥat Nippurki
א ְׁצרֹות ֵבית ַה ֶּׁמ ֶּׁלְך וְׁ ֵאת ְׁבנֵ י
ֹ ּוב
ְׁ  ַהנִ ְׁמ ְׁצ ִאים ֵבית־יְׁ הוָ הṣaltum ana libbi ummāni kurAššur īpušuš-ma ina
ַה ַתע ֻרבֹות וַ יָ ָשב ש ְֹׁמרֹונָ ה׃
And Jehoash, king of Israel, seized Amaziah, king
of Judah, son of Jehoash, son of Ahaziah, in BetShemesh, and they went to Jerusalem and he
tore down the wall of Jerusalem at the gate of
Ephraim unto the corner gate, which is four
hundred cubits. And he took all the gold, silver,
and all the implements that were found in the
house of the LORD and in the treasury of the
house of the king, and the hostages. And they
returned to Samaria.

tāḥaz ṣeri ṣabit-ma ana kurAššur abik MU I VI
ITI[mes d]Nergal-u-še-zib šarrut Bābilki
The first year of Nergal-u-še-zib, the month of
Tammuz, the sixteenth day, Nergal-u-še-zib
seized Nippur, robbed it, and looted it. The first
day of Tishri, the army of Assyria arrived in Uruk.
They seized the gods of Uruk and its inhabitants.
When the Elamites went and carried off the gods
and inhabitants of Uruk, on the seventh day of
the month of Tishri, in the district of Nippur,
Nergal-u-še-zib did battle against the heart of the
army of Assyria. And in battle he was taken
prisoner and he was sent to Assyria. The twenty
sixth day of the month of Tishri, Nergal-u-še-zib
reigned over Babylon.

Each text also contains longer accounts of battles that contain similar features. Each describes
the capture of a king (shown in red), the entry of an army into a city (shown in green), and the taking of
booty (shown in purple). The last of these characteristics, the capture of spoils of war, features
prominently in the chronicles. Here, the verb ḫabātum (“to plunder”)117 is used. Elsewhere, some
iteration of the phrase leqûm (“to take”)118 is used.119 ABC 21 uses both of these phrases. The variance in

117

A. Leo Oppenheim and Erica Reiner, “ḫabatu,” CAD:6:10-11. Dynamic translation my own.
A. Leo Oppenheim and Erica Reiner, “leqū,“ CAD:9:141 (for this specific use of leqūm).
119
ḫabātum: ABC 1:ii.21, 26-27, 39; ABC 4:4, 23; ABC 5:obv.19; rev.10; ABC 6:2; ABC 11:40; ABC 13:rev.2; ABC
21:ii.23’. leqûm: ABC 7:ii.4, 17; ABC 21:iii.14-15; iv.5-9; ABC 22:4-5. ABC:7:ii.4a and ABC 24:3 use the phrase
šalasum šalālum (“to carry off booty”; Erica Reinier, “šalalu,” CAD:17:196-202. Dynamic translation my own.)
118
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how the same concept of taking booty is expressed reveals the relative flexibility the scribe had in
composing the formulas for his writing. Similarly, the Hebrew text uses several different expressions to
capture this idea. Aside from the verb  לקחused in this passage,120 verbs נשא, בוז, שסה, and  יצאare used
in reference to carrying off booty as a spoil of war in 1-2 Kings,121 showing the flexibility the Hebrew
scribe had in conveying this concept.
As noted above, war was a common topic, and perhaps the central one, in the chronicles. By
comparison, 1-2 Kings does not present as much warfare, although it is still prominent. When the
historian of 1-2 Kings refers to the reader to the “remainder” ( )יֶּׁ ֶּׁתרof the kings’ deeds found in SRC, IRC,
and JRC, it is likely that warfare is a topic one would expect to find. This is supported by the frequent
mention that one will find information of a king’s “might” (בּורתֹו
ָ ִ )ּגin these sources.122
In view of the comparison between the battle accounts noted above, both of these accounts
share much in common. They share pertinent, battle-specific themes, as well as, once again, concise
language concerning a king’s deeds. Here, we even find a cognate term in the verb לקח/leqûm to
describe the taking of booty by a victorious army. We also again see the particle  ָאזas a substitute for a
date of the event, which ABC 1 preserves in full.123

120

See also 2 Kgs 25:14-15
See 2 Kgs 7:8, 16; 17:20; 24:13, respectively.
122
2 Kgs 13:8, 12; 14:15, 28.
123
See note 19 of chapter two.
121
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f) Alliances with Foreign Nations
Both neo-Babylonian chronicles and 1-2 Kings also preserve the actions of kings when they
sought peace as opposed to war. Treaty arrangements are found in both of these texts as we see below:
Table 3.8

1 Kgs 15:18-20

ABC 3:29

ki]
m
נֹות ִרים ְׁבאֹורֹות ֵבית־
ָ ל־ה ֶּׁכ ֶּׁסף וְׁ ַהזָ ַהב ַה
ַ ת־כ
ָ וַ יִ ַקח ָא ָסא ֶּׁא18 [šár Akkad]î[ [u(?) ] Ứ-[ma-ki]š-tar ina muḫḫi
meš
tù
ד־ע ְָׁב ָדיו וַ יִ ְׁש ָל ֵחם
ַ ַת־אֹוצרֹות ֵבית ֶּׁמ ֶּׁלְך וַ יִ ְׁתנֵ ם ְׁבי
ְׁ
 יְׁ הוָ ה וְׁ ֶּׁאāli a-ḫa-meš ittamrū(igi) ṭūbtu u su-lum-mu-u
itti a-ḫa-meš iš-kunūmeš
נ־חזְׁ יֹון ֶּׁמ ֶּׁלְך ַ ְׁא ָרם
ֶּׁ ן־ט ְׁב ִרמֹן ֶּׁב
ַ ן־ה ְַׁדד ֶּׁב
ַ ל־ב
ֶּׁ ַה ֶּׁמ ֶּׁלְך ָא ָסא ֶּׁא

ּובין
ֵ ּובינֶּׁ יָך ֵבין ָא ִבי
ֵ  ְׁב ִרית ֵבינִ י19 ַהי ֵֹשב ְׁב ַד ֶּׁמ ֶּׁשק ֵלאמֹר
ָא ִביָך ִהנֵ ה ָש ַל ְׁח ִתי ְׁלָך ש ַֹחד ֶּׁכ ֶּׁסף וְׁ זָ ָהב ֵלְך ָה ֵפ ָרה ֶּׁאת־
וַ יִ ְׁש ַמע ֶּׁבן־20 ְך־יִש ָר ֵאל וְׁ יַ ַע ְֶּׁׁלה ֵמ ָע ָלי
ְׁ
ֶּׁת־ב ַע ָשא ֶּׁמל
ַ יתָך ֶּׁא
ְׁ בר
ִ
ת־ש ֵרי ַה ַ ְׁחיָ ִלים ַא ְֶּׁׁשר־לֹו
ָ ל־ה ֶּׁמ ֶּׁלְך ָא ָסא וַ יִ ְׁש ַלח ֶּׁא
ַ ַה ְַׁדד ֶּׁא
ית־מ ַע ָכה
ַ ת־דן וְׁ ֶּׁאת ָא ֵבל ֵב
ָ ת־עיֹון וְׁ ֶּׁא
ִ יִש ָר ֵאל וַ יַ ְך ֶּׁא
ְׁ ל־ע ֵרי
ַ ַע
ל־ארץ נַ ְׁפ ָת ִלי
ֶּׁ ל־כנְׁ רֹות ַעל ָכ
ִ וְׁ ֵאת ָכ
And Asa took all the silver and gold remaining in [the king of Akka]d and C[yax]ares met together
the treasury of the house of YHWH and the
by the city and established a treaty.124
treasury of the house of the king, and he gave
them in the hand of his servants. King Asa sent
them to Ben-Hadad, son of Tabrimmon, son of
Hezyon, king of Aram, the one living in Damascus.
And he said, 19”A covenant between me and
between you, between my father and between
your father. Right now I have sent to you a
tribute of silver and gold. Break your covenant
with Baasha, king of Israel. And go up away from
me.” 20Ben-Hadad listened to King Asa and he
sent the officials of his armies against the cities of
Israel. And he struck Ijon, Dan, Abel-BethMa’acah, and all Kinroth unto all Naphtali.
18

124

For the difficulty in translating the phrase ṭūbtutù u su-lum-mu-u itti a-ḫa-meš iš-kunūmeš, see Grayson, Assyrian
and Babylonian Chronicles, 162–63n.ii 1’. CAD translates this phrase as the following: “they brought about friendly
relations and a peace agreement with each other.” See Martha T. Roth, “ṭubtu,” CAD:19:116.
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The treaty,  ְׁב ִריתin Hebrew and sulummû in Akkadian, establish an Alliance between two kings.
This occurs frequently in both 1-2 Kings125 and the neo-Babylonian chronicles.126 In the examples above,
we see the difference in how these treaty-making events are presented. In fact, the accounts of treaties
in 1-2 Kings are typically longer than those presented in the chronicles, which may indicate some
embellishment on the part of the historian of 1-2 Kings in these passages, especially where its attitude
toward a king is pejorative.127 Yet we note that both of these accounts keep a perfective aspect in their
linguistic presentations and refrain from explicit judgment just as in the chronicles. Although the
differing lengths of the treaty accounts between our two corpora of comparison suggests this as the
least prominent point of comparison, the topic and common stylistic features between them indicate
some resonance, and thus comparability, in their literary forms.
g) Building Projects
A less prominent concern of both 1-2 Kings and the chronicles is to mention a king’s
establishment of cities and public works, as we see in the following:
Table 3.9

1 Kgs 16:24

ABC 20: A.18-19

ki
ki
ת־ה ָהר ש ְֹׁמרֹון ֵמ ֶּׁאת ֶּׁש ֶּׁמר ְׁב ִכ ְׁכ ַריִ ם ָכ ֶּׁסף וַ יִ ֶּׁבן ֶּׁאת־
ָ  וַ יִ ֶּׁקן ֶּׁאe-pe-er e-se-e šá Bābili is-suḫ-ma i-te-e A-ga-dé
ki
ם־ש ֶּׁמר ַ ְׁאד ֹנֵ י
ֶּׁ ת־שם ָה ִעיר ַא ְֶּׁׁשר ָבנָ ה ַעל ֶּׁש
ֵ  ָה ָהר וַ יִ ְׁק ָרא ֶּׁאmiḫir(gaba.ri) Bābili i-pu-uš

ָה ָהר ש ְֹׁמרֹון
An he (Omri) bought the mountain of Samaria
He dug up the dirt of the pit of Babylon and he
from Shemer with two cors of silver. And he built established a counterpart to Babylon beside
the mountain and he called the name of the
Agade.
mountain which he built after the name of
Shemer, the (former) owner of the mountain of
Samaria.
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1 Kgs 15:18-20; 22:1-4; 2 Kgs 3:4-8; 16:5-18; 20:12-19.
ABC 3:29; ABC 21:i.1-7, ii.4’-5’; ABC 22:i.2-3; ABC 24:obv.6. For the definitions of sulummû, see Erica Reiner and
Robert D. Biggs, CAD:15:372.
127
Especially 1 Kgs 16:5-18 with Ahaz’ tribute to Tiglath-pilesar III.
126
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In both of these cases, a king establishes a city. In the case of Omri in 1 Kgs 16:24, this is the
capital of Samaria. ABC 20:A.18-19 describes Sargon I’s establishment of a city next to Agade to rival the
glory of Babylon. One may notice that this instance reports a building project from a period much earlier
than when it was likely written, as Sargon reigned in the third millennium BCE. In fact, this kind of notice
only occurs in chronicles outside of the so-called “Neo-Babylonian Chronicle Series.”128 In 1-2 Kings,
these events are few. In fact, as we have already observed with Na’aman, citations for both Ahab and
Hezekiah mention that one may read about their building projects in their respective chronicles, but no
such project is mentioned in the remainder of these kings’ narratives.129 Given this, and the attestation
of building projects in the neo-Babylonian chronicles across a broad time frame however scarce,
suggests that the mention of building projects was a relatively insignificant concern of the scribes of
both the neo-Babylonian chronicles and the proposed chronicle sources of 1-2 Kings.
h) Religious Concerns
One area where we find significant variance between the neo-Babylonian chronicles and 1-2
Kings is their focus on religious concerns. Religion is arguably a secondary concern in the chronicles after
warfare.130 Yet, in several places, the chronicles note when enemies remove religious shrines or when
victorious kings return them to their shrines.131 Also, there is a ubiquitous concern for whether or not a
king kept important religious festivals.132 To the contrary, the religious concerns of 1-2 Kings are entirely
enveloped in the lengthy narratives and the brief theological judgments in the introductory formulae.
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See also ABC 24:obv.11-14. Perhaps also in ABC 10:obv.11-12 and ABC 13a:rev.12.
1 Kgs 22:39; 2 Kgs 20:20. Nadav Na’aman, “The Sources Available for the Author of the Book of Kings,” in
Recenti Tendenze Nella Ricostruzione Della Storia Antica d’Israele: Convego Internazionale: Roma, 6-7 Marzo 2003
(Rome, 2005), 110. One further example of a building project is Amaziah’s construction of Elath in 2 Kgs 14:22.
130
With the possible exception of regime changes.
131
ABC 1.ii.4-5; iii.1, 29; iv. 17-18, 35-36; ABC 2.19, 21; ABC 3:8-9; ABC 22:12; ABC 24:10, 14-15.
132
ABC 1. Ii.1’; ABC 5.14; ABC 7:ii.6-8, 11-12, 20-21, 24-25; iii. 5, 8-9, 10-11, 17-18, 26; ABC 8.13; ABC 14.32; ABC
15.22; ABC 16:3-8, 18-19, 20-21, 22, 23, 27; ABC 17:ii.4-5, 17, 18; iii.5-6, 8-9, 14.; ABC 19 47-50, 64. Interestingly,
this feature is absent from the so-called “Late Babylonian Chronicles” (ABC 8-13) and the substantial “Synchronistic
History” (ABC 21).
129
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Further, such theological judgments are absent in the comparable neo-Babylonian chronicles, thus
making a difficult case to conclusively argue that the theological evaluations of the Israelite and Judahite
kings come directly from Hebrew chronicle sources.
Several points of comparison are in order here. First, the biblical text is explicit that the king play a
limited role in the religious life of YHWH’s people.133 This is certainly different than the role of kings in
Mesopotamia, who held considerable religious responsibility. Also, given that a historian of 1-2 Kings
implemented so much religious material into his composition, it would be unnecessary to add to more
religious material from chronicle sources, especially as it might contradict his own perspectives on these
kings. Finally, as adherents to an aniconic religion, we would not expect Israel and Judah to report on
stolen deities. For these reasons, we would not expect the religious duties of a king in Israel and Judah
to feature prominently in their chronicles.
We have seen that there are numerous themes in common between the neo-Babylonian chronicles
and several sections of 1-2 Kings, in particular its framework. In addition, these corpora also find
resonance in the manner in which such themes are expressed, namely in an objective, terse, thirdperson style. These factors suggests that the neo-Babylonian chronicles provide an instructive parallel
for literary comparison with the pertinent portion of 1-2 Kings. Though we have also illuminated several
differences, we have not found these differences insurmountable in evaluating the neo-Babylonian
chronicles and the portions of 1-2 Kings under investigation here on the level of genre. Rather, it seems
likely, if not probable, that a historian of 1-2 Kings included material from native sources resembling the
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Deut 17:14-20. Here, the commandment stipulates that the Levitical priests make a copy of Torah for the king,
who will in turn diligently study the text. The primary religious leadership role here belongs to the Levites, not the
king. For the rationale behind the king’s limited religious role see Rentje Frankena, “The Vassal-Treaties of
Esarhaddon and the Dating of Deuteronomy” (1965): 152–53; Moshe Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the
Deuteronomic School (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1992), 100.
One exception to this principle is the festival of Sukkot, over which Solomon and Jeroboam appear to
preside. See 1 Kgs 8:1-5 and 12:32-33.
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neo-Babylonian chronicles. The themes and literary style of the neo-Babylonian chronicles indeed
provide a closer parallel to this material in 1-2 Kings than any other historiographic genre in the ancient
world.
We must address the obvious fact that the extant chronicles are mostly fragmented, and that the
present parade example, ABC 1, only covers a period of about one-hundred years. How then could IRC
and JRC be similar documents if they cover nearly five-hundred years? The colophon of ABC 1 is helpful
in this respect. It notes that ABC 1 is only the “first section” (pir-su reš-tu-ù) of a series, indicating that is
only part of a longer collection of tablets portraying this history.134 In addition, it purports to have been
copied from a “master tablet” (labīri(sumun)-šu). There is no way to know how large this pattern tablet
is, but we can assume that it was as large as, if not larger than, the library tablet upon which ABC 1 is
inscribed. The entire series of neo-Babylonian history from which ABC 1 was copied would be the best
comparison to our hypothesized SRC, IRC, and JRC, as it was likely longer and more comprehensive than
ABC 1. Thus, we can be sure that the original SRC, IRC, and JRC would have been long enough to contain
extensive histories, even covering what is not found in 1-2 Kings (the )יֶּׁ ֶּׁתר.

Another significant point of comparison here is that the neo-Babylonian chronicles and the
narratives covered by the posited SRC, IRC, and JRC report on events from the same era. Grayson notes
that the practice in Babylon goes at least as far back as the reign of Shirikti-Shuqamuna in the early
tenth century, even though it reached its peak under Nabu-naṣir in the eighth century.135 Accordingly,
that a similar practice began in Israel during the reign of Solomon in the tenth century BCE should not
surprise us, especially if Solomon’s kingdom was even remotely as cosmopolitan as the biblical text
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Similarly, ABC 3-5 contain catch-lines, which connect these as part of a series. These are on tablets typically
reserved for business documents, so they have shorter histories than is found in the larger library tablet of ABC 1.
See Grayson, Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles, 18–19.
135

Ibid., 38.
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reports.136 The congruence between the literary types of Israel, Judah, and Babylon and the dates upon
which these historical texts report suggest a common literary setting for their composition.
The preceding has attempted to show that significant portions of 1-2 Kings could have contained
material that is of the same genre as the neo-Babylonian chronicles, and especially ABC 1. Chronicles
could cover many topics, but they mostly concerned the activities of kings, and those that have this
focus find the closest parallel to the comparable material in 1-2 Kings. These are all preoccupied with
accessions, successions, deaths, burial, battles, and insurrections involving kings. They are presented in
an objective, brief, third-person narrative style with no judgments and first-person narrative only when
kings are quoted. At times there is even a secondary focus on kings’ building projects, foreign alliances,
and religious concerns. The implication of all this, of course, is that Israel and Judah kept records similar
to these chronicles from Babylon, and that at least one historian of 1-2 Kings incorporated this material
into his magisterial tome. In fact, we can safely say, based on these parallels, that the sources cited in 12 Kings were of the same genre as the neo-Babylonian chronicles. Although the chronicles themselves
have eluded specific definition, their dispassionate, brief presentation finds no other parallel in ancient
Near Eastern literature outside of this material from 1-2 Kings. Their similitude is striking and requires
that we group them under the same literary typology.137
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For a discussion of the issues involved with the historicity of the Solomonic era as described in 1 Kings 1-11, see
Gary N. Knoppers, “The Vanishing Solomon: The Disappearance of the United Monarchy from Recent Histories of
Israel,” JBL 116 (1997): 19–44; Nadav Na’aman, “Cow Town or Royal Capital?: Evidence for Iron Age Jerusalem,”
BAR 23, no. 4 (1997): 43–47; Nadav Na’aman, “Sources and Composition in the History of Solomon,” in The Age of
Solomon: Scholarship at the Turn of the Millennium, ed. Lowell K. Handy (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 57–80; Alan R.
Millard, “Books and Writing in Kings,” in The Book of Kings: Sources, Composition, Historiography and Reception,
ed. Andre Lemaire and Baruch Halpern, VTSupp 129. (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 155–60.
137
Again, I am following the principles of “contextual” analysis enumerated by William H. Hallo in William W. Hallo,
“Compare and Contrast: The Contextual Approach to Comparative Literature,” in The Bible in Light of Cuneiform
Literature: Scripture in Context III, ed. William W. Hallo, Bruce William Jones, and Gerald L. Mattingly (Lewiston, NY:
Edwin Mellen, 1990), 1–30. I have attempted here to both compare and contrast the literary features and the
pertinent sections of 1-2 Kings in order to show that these sources all come from the same literary context. See
also Bill T. Arnold, “The Weidner Chronicle and the Idea of History in Israel and Mesopotamia,” in Faith, Tradition,
and History: Old Testament Historiography in Its Near Eastern Context, ed. A.R. Millard, James K. Hoffmeier, and
David W. Baker (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1994), 130.
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How then do these sources compare to the hypothesized SRC, IRC, and JRC? The citations of
these sources always appear in connection with the death, burial, and succession formulae. These
formulae find a close resemblance to their neo-Babylonian counterparts in the chronicles. Investigation
of the Babylonian chronicles shows that other kinds of material are presented in a similar fashion, and
these reports are also closely paralleled by other features in 1-2 Kings. Therefore, we are able to move
from plausibility to probability138 in discerning the content and character of the proposed SRC, IRC, and
JRC in analogy to the neo-Babylonian chronicles.

What Can the Neo-Babylonian Chronicles Tell Us about the Original SRC, IRC, and JRC?
Having established the comparability of the neo-Babylonian chronicles to sources SRC, IRC, and
JRC cited in 1-2 Kings, the chronicles then provide an “external control”139 through which we will be able
to examine what kind of texts SRC, IRC, and JRC were and how they were produced. Unlike the proposed
SRC, IRC, and JRC, neo-Babylonian chronicles are extant, thus allowing us to infer more about their
Israelite and Judahite counterparts than we would otherwise know. We will attempt to discover who
produced these texts and why they did so as a pathway to discerning the provenance and rationale
behind the composition of the original Hebrew chronicles. With at least tentative answers to these
questions, we will be able to explore why these sources were integrated into 1-2 Kings.
In Grayson’s publication of the standard edition of the neo-Babylonian chronicles, the author
grouped these into the following classifications: 1) “The Neo-Babylonian Chronicle Series,” which covers
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events before Babylon’s defeat by the Persians;140 2) “The Late Babylonian Chronicle Series,” which
details events in the Persian and Hellenistic periods;141 3) “Other Chronicles of Category A,” which are
structured like the previous ones with either the Sumerian logogram “MU” for “year” followed by the
events of that year for each entry in the chronicle or the year number followed by MU and the king’s
name;142 4) ABC 18, “The Dynastic Chronicle,” which is closer in form to a king list;143 5) “Early
Chronicles,” including the Weidner Chronicle and the Chronicle of Early Kings;144 6) “Biased History,”
chronicles which have a less objective style;145 7) ABC 23-24, which Grayson calls “Eclectic” due to the
irregular subject matter (ABC 23 concerns market prices) and chronology (ABC 24 is not presented in a
linear timeline);146 8) and chronicle fragments.147
Subsequently, this classification came under scrutiny for a number of reasons. J.A. Brinkman, for
example, has enumerated several objections to Grayson’s work in a 1990 article,148 illuminating the
difficulty of classifying these texts so precisely. Grayson assumes that fragments B (BM75976) and C
(BM75977) preserve partial copies of ABC 1.149 However, Brinkman demonstrates that these
“recensions” are more unlike copy A (the main tablet, BM92502) than they are similar to it. In fact, he
convincingly shows that A has more in common with ABC 14 than either of these texts as these share
about 85% of their material.150
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In addition, Brinkman has questioned the idea that ABC 1-7 belong as part of the same series.
Whereas Grayson writes, “…there is little doubt that all seven of these chronicles belong together,”151
Brinkman argues that this is a false assumption. Although the catch-lines in ABC 3-5 indicate their unity,
ABC 1A appears in a different format as a large library tablet (as opposed to the other ones inscribed on
smaller business tablets). Also, ABC 1A is a more formal scribal document. It contains a colophon, as
others do not, and its script is much neater than those of the other tablets. Finally, Brinkman
demonstrates that ABC 1A covers significantly less lines per year than ABC 5 and 6. This indicates that
ABC 1A is not as detailed as the others in this so-called “series,”152 and that the association between
them is a loose one. These factors are supported by some of the analysis in the previous section
detailing the differences in themes and vocabulary present across the chronicles, even in ABC 1-7. This
reveals that Grayson’s classifications are an arbitrary construct, and thus problematic when trying to
understanding the true nature of these texts.153 The subject and features of these chronicles may be
similar, but there are too many differences to assert that they belong to the same series. It appears,
rather, that the term “chronicle” is so broad as to elude strict classification.
Brinkman also addresses the debated tradition and motivation behind the chronicles. Several
commentators have tied the chronicles to astronomical diaries154 and omen texts in general.155 At stake
here is why the chronicles were composed. Are they religious texts or are they historiography?
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Finkelstein in particular denies that the chronicles are genuine historiography in the sense of having
been composed simply for the sake of history.156 But the connection with religious literature is dubious.
Primarily, the external criteria each of these media ties to important political events differ. In the
chronicles these external criteria are dates, which are not repeatable events. Conversely, the external
criteria for the religious literature are astronomical phenomena and the presentations of a sheep’s liver.
These, however, are repeatable criteria. And, as Brinkman has shown, the literary connection between
the astronomical diaries, once supposed to be clear,157 is tenuous. Brinkman argues that the evidence
for this is limited to a small section of one chronicle, ABC 16, and part of one astronomical diary,
BM32312. And moreover, though these two describe the same battle, they vary on bits of information,
vocabulary, and order.158 Brinkman has thus offered new evidence to consider the chronicles anew and
re-examine the genre to which they belong.159
One scholar who has taken up Brinkman’s suggestion is Caroline Waerzeggers. In a 2012 article,
she examines the provenance of the chronicles in order to discern their function in the Babylonian
scribal milieu.160 The chronicles, now present in the British Museum, were acquired between 1876 and
1902 from various locations throughout ancient Mesopotamia.161 Based on when they were acquired,
Waerzeggers has been able to surmise the origins of these tablets, despite the fact that the designations
of provenance tagged on the tablets have been unreliable. The earliest group of tablets to arrive in the
Museum represent tablets specifically from Babylon, as this was the only source of tablets at the early
stage of acquisition. These include ABC 7, 17, and 23.162 In addition, the colophon of ABC 1 indicates that
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it emanates from Babylon, so we can be sure of its provenance there.163 However, the second major
group of chronicles, acquired from 1896 and on, when texts were no longer exported from the Babylon
and the Esagil archive, appear to have come from Borsippa, a major source of exported Babylonian texts
after the 1870’s.164 These include ABC 2-6, the remainder of texts from Grayson’s so-called “NeoBabylonian Chronicle Series,” thus justifying Brinkman’s claim that ABC 1-7 do not constitute a series.
Most important for our concerns is that the chronicle texts from Borsippa were discovered in
the private archives of Ezida temple scribes.165 It was here that histories of both ancient and
contemporary periods were written from disparate source materials available to the scribes. Indeed,
some of these source materials are found in the same archives, but significantly none of these sources
could have been astronomical diaries, as such texts were not discovered from the Borsippa library.166
The chronicles we have from Babylon, on the other hand, are only concerned with contemporary
history.167 The net result of this investigation is that it appears the chronicles were composed simply for
the sake of recording history,168 not for purposes of prognostication or religious understanding.
Waerzeggers’s research proves instructive for understanding the likely origin of similar
chronicles in Israel and Judah. Primarily, the Babylonian chronicles were not “official” documents of the
palace, as many have supposed about the original SRC, IRC, and JRC.169 Rather, these documents were
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found in temples and the private residences of scribes. Further evidence for the origins of these texts
from outside of the palace has come in the recent publications of three chronicles that were discovered
in conjunction with scientific texts, thus intimating a setting for these chronicles in an nonprofessional,
educational setting.170 By comparison, this suggests that the provenance of SRC, IRC, and JRC would
likely have been the Jerusalem Temple, as this is also the most likely origin for the scribe(s) who
composed 1-2 Kings. Such an assertion is supported by several factors. Both the neo-Babylonian
chronicles and 1-2 Kings often present events that may not be flattering to a king. Surely a king would
not patronize the composition of a text that records his defeat in battle, as we have frequently seen in
the neo-Babylonian chronicles and 1-2 Kings. Also, several texts from 1-2 Kings present the Temple in a
positive light, in contrast to the common negative evaluations of the palace. First, 2 Kgs 11:3 exalts the
Temple as the place where Joash was hidden from Athaliah. Second, the Temple’s construction and
restorations feature prominently in the text.171 Finally, William Schniedewind’s judgment that the exilic
historian of 1-2 Kings was a part of Jehoiakin’s retinue seems unlikely.172 Although the Murashu archive
confirms Jehoiakin’s life of luxury in Babylon and the book of Jeremiah may present support for
Jehoiakin’s legitimacy as the Davidic king, 1-2 Kings depicts him as having done evil in the eyes of
YHWH.173 Surely he would not have promulgated a text with such a claim. Moreover, the account of the
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fall of Jerusalem and the events of Jehoiakin’s life in 2 Kgs 24-25 are focused on events in Jerusalem and
only mention Jehoiakin when he is released from prison, suggesting that the historian was distant from
Jehoiakin’s inner circle. More likely is the claim by Steven McKenzie that the exilic historian of 1-2 Kings
should be located among the captives in Mizpah between 586-582.174 This proposal separates the scribal
circle that produced 1-2 Kings from the royal entourage. If the neo-Babylonian chronicles are to serve as
an appropriate parallel for the proposed SRC, IRC, and JRC, these sources would have been produced by
a non-royal scribal elite (such as Temple scribes) and would have been available to them at the time
they were incorporated into 1-2 Kings.
In sum, the historian of 1-2 Kings was a part of the Temple scribal circle and had access to the
chronicles, as these would have been produced in this context on par with the neo-Babylonian
chronicles. Na’aman’s inference that SRC in particular would have been analogous to a “high-school
text”175 for student scribes learning their nation’s history finds support in the provenance of the
comparable neo-Babylonian chronicles. And just as many of the extant neo-Babylonian chronicles were
copied in the Persian period, we can reasonably guess that the Israelite and Judahite chronicles were
available after the fall of their respective nations. In fact, contrary to Grabbe’s assertion that a Judahite
scribe would not have had access to IRC,176 the perseverance of the neo-Babylonian chronicles into later
eras provides further evidence that documents from Samaria would have come into the hands of scribes
belonging to Israel’s kin to the south in Jerusalem.
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The foregoing has attempted to place the sources SRC, IRC, and JRC in their ancient Near Eastern
scribal context. This environment dictates a close analogy between the Hebrew chronicles and the neoBabylonian chronicles, and ABC 1 in particular. It is highly likely that Israelite and Judahite Temple
scribes would have kept records of their political past in the same manner as their Mesopotamian
counterparts. That being so, scribes from these same circles could have incorporated these texts into
other literature at hand, namely narrative literature, to provide a framework for a magisterial history of
their nation.
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Chapter 4- The Biblical Text and the
Hebrew Chronicles
Having explored the possible nature of ancient Hebrew royal chronicles against the backdrop of
their ancient Near Eastern context, we turn to the Old Testament itself to see if the biblical text can
provide clues to aid our investigation. First, we shall explore how the biblical text distinguishes
chronicle-like material from narrative material. This will be done by investigating the exegetical details
of a passage from 2 Kings that finds a parallel in Isaiah, studying the story of Ahab in 1 Kgs 22, and
analyzing the grammatical presentation of the introductions to literary cycles in Samuel-Kings. Second, I
will provide a table of the material that, based on our study of the neo-Babylonian chronicles and the
indications from the biblical text, will suggest which passages belong to ancient Hebrew royal chronicles
now preserved in 1-2 Kings. The final major section will consider when and how these sources might
have developed into part of what is now the text of 1-2 Kings. We will also provide an excursus that will
probe the historian’s use of the source citations in 1-2 Kings.

How Does the Biblical Text Delineate Hebrew Royal Chronicles?
By probing the biblical text, we see indications that there are two distinct literary styles present
throughout 1-2 Kings. These are (1) the narratives centering on the actions of prophets and monarchs,
and (2) the chronographic texts. The former includes the well-known stories exalting the figures of
David, Solomon, Elijah, Elisha, Hezekiah, and Josiah, among others. They contain a distinctive literary
format with a narrative plot, dialogue, and a continuous sequence of action in narrating an event. The
chronographic texts, on the other hand, have a clear concern for the dating of events, are almost always
in the third-person, and have a matter-of-fact tone regarding the presentation of discrete events. As we
have seen in previous chapters and will continue to investigate later, we may delineate further between
king lists and chronicles as subtypes of chronographic texts.
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The first indicator of how the text separates chronographic and narrative materials is seen in the
parallel passages between 2 Kgs 18:13-20:19 and Isa 36-39. Both of these stories narrate interactions
between King Hezekiah and the prophet Isaiah in the wake of Sennacherib’s threat to destroy Jerusalem.
Textual variances are evident between these passages. For instance, Isa 36:1-38:8 is slightly shorter than
the parallel portion of 2 Kgs 18:13-20:11, 21-22. Yet 2 Kgs 20 omits the writing of Hezekiah found in Isa
38:9-20. Additionally, the story of the visit by the envoys from Babylon to Jerusalem is longer in Isa 39
than the comparable section in 2 Kgs 20:12-19. 1 Such textual discrepancy has led to a long-running
debate in scholarship on the direction of dependence between these two passages.2 The full discussion
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need not detain us here, and it is sufficient to note that the close similarity of these passages points to a
shared textual tradition.
Most significant for our purposes is that the introduction to Hezekiah’s reign in 2 Kgs 18:1-12
and the conclusion to his reign in 2 Kgs 20:20-21 are missing in Isaiah. These portions include the
accession formulae (18:1-2), brief and unembellished reports of Hezekiah’s battles against the Philistines
(18:8) and Shalmaneser’s destruction of Samaria (18:9-11), source citation (20:20), and death and burial
formulae (20:21). The remaining material from Hezekiah’s framework (18:3-7, 12) reflects editorial
concerns in evaluating both Hezekiah and the downfall of the Northern Kingdom.3 That these events and
judgments are noted in 2 Kings but not in Isaiah, and that the more narrative material of 2 Kgs 18:1320:19 is included in Isaiah, is significant. It points to a difference in literary genres and the separate
circulation of the chronographic material and the prophetic narrative in scribal circles. Joseph
Blenkinsopp writes concerning the portion retained in Isaiah,
“…we are entitled to conclude that one of the several prophetic legenda incorporated into the
history, in some respects comparable to stories about Elijah, Elisha, and other prophets who
healed and worked miracles, had Isaiah as its protagonist in close association with King Hezekiah.” 4

Indeed, the parallels between 2 Kgs 18:13-20:19 and Isa 36-39 reveal the distinct literary traditions
present in the narrative of Hezekiah in 2 Kings 18-20 that have, at some point, been integrated together.
The remaining narrative in the 2 Kings account is stylistically different, and apparently unknown to the
editor of the Isaiah account, indicating that we are witnessing two separate literary traditions.
A similar phenomenon in the narrative of King Ahab of Israel has been noted by several authors.
In 1 Kgs 22:40, we find Ahab’s death and burial formulae, despite the fact that he is the only Israelite
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king who dies violently (seen in 22:37-38) and receives such a notice.5 Rather, for other Israelite kings
who die a violent death, they receive no death and burial formulae from the historian. Interpreters have
noticed the difficulty this scenario presents, positing secondary additions to the text6 or textual variants7
to remedy the inconsistency between the formulae and the narrative telling of Ahab’s death. J. Maxwell
Miller thus proposes the likelihood that Dtr “was apparently unaware that Ahab had met an untimely
death,” and that YHWH’s forgiveness of Ahab’s sins in 1 Kgs 21:27-29 serves the purpose of explaining
why Ahab did not die as a result of his transgressions.8 Contrastingly, Suriano reconciles the final form of
the text by noting that Ahab’s death and burial notices have nothing to do with the manner of his death
but serve to legitimize his successor, Ahaziah, in accordance with the use of such formulae throughout
1-2 Kings to mark the continuation of a dynasty.9
Regardless of what appears in the final form of the text, we must reckon with the idea that the
narrative and this particular chronographic notice are of distinct literary genres and are of differing
origin, and that the scribe or historian who brought these two genres together did so to communicate a
particular message.10 Indeed his death as told in 22:37-38 is a part of the tale beginning in 22:1 and told
as part of a narrative plot with graphic detail, whereas the account of 22:40 breaks with the preceding
narrative by following the source citation (as we would expect for chronicle-like material) in a rote and
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dispassionate fashion.11 This comports with the observations of other scholars who have tried to
reconcile the dissonance between the two reports of Ahab’s death and it also illuminates the varying
literary styles between them.12
The grammar of these two particular literary styles provides another signal to delineate
between the narratives and the chronographic material. Specifically, how each of these literary styles
utilizes disjunctives13 denoting a separate narrative from the preceding material can be distinguished
between chronographic and narrative texts.
Each introduction to chronographic material begins with a limited range of phrases that disrupt
the narrative flow of the text to draw the reader’s attention to new material. As we have seen, the
accession formulae beginning the new pericope starts with a simple waw and a temporal ( ּבliterally
“while, during”) followed by a year number (temporal clause), the king’s name, or the number of the
king’s years at accession. Importantly, the accession formulae do not begin with a ( וַ יְ ִהיthe so-called
Narratival waw plus the prefix form of  )היהas is often the case at the beginning of a new narrative.14
Other material that appears to be quoted from chronographic sources also disrupts the narrative flow
by omitting the verb וַ יְ ִהי. We have, for instance, reviewed the arguments of Burney15 and Montgomery16
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otherwise omits it for the temporal clause. Perhaps the historian is signaling a distinct shift in the course of the
narrative, namely that the period of Hezekiah marks a new era in contrast to the other kings. Nevertheless, the
material in 18:1 conforms to the pattern of the expected accession formula.
15
C.F. Burney, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Kings (Oxford: Clarendon, 1903), xii.
16
James A Montgomery, “Archival Data in the Book of Kings,” JBL 53 (1934): 46–53. Van Seters objects that we do
not have such archives from peoples of West Semitic languages and that  ָאזwith the perfect occurs in other
narratives where archival usage of the text is dubious. John Van Seters, In Search of History: Historiography in the
Ancient World and the Origins of Biblical History (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1997), 299–301.While Van Seters
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contending for certain grammatical cues, such as  ָאזand ּביָ ָמיו,
ְ that signal the inclusion of archival data in
1-2 Kings. In addition, the more recent work of Isaac Rabinowitz has demonstrated the use of  ָאזplus the
imperfect operates as a marker of source material redacted into the final form of the text, especially in
1-2 Kings. He notes that this construction may be functionally translated as “this was when so-and-so
did such-and-such,” breaking with the preceding narrative and marking where additional material was
used by the author.17 Thus breaks in the narratives to denote the use of source material are
grammatically evident throughout the text of 1-2 Kings. Even the source citations are disjunctive,
beginning with the noun “( וְ יֶ ֶתרand the remainder”) and signaling to the reader that there is a shift in
the literary movement of the pericope.
The narrative material also utilize literary breaks, marking a new literary movement in the text.
However, how they begin a new narrative scene differs. Namely they utilize a proper noun following a
simple waw outside of an accession formula or they utilize a temporal clause beginning with וַ יְ ִהי. To
illustrate this, we can view the David cycle (2 Sam 5-24) as a collection of loosely-chronological, selfcontained episodes connected to create the narrative of David. These episodes are narrative in style and
they teem with dialogue and intense action. Yet they lack the tight chronology of the chronicle-like
material in 1-2 Kings. Although the instances of these episodes are too numerous to note here, consider
for instance the self-contained nature of the narratives beginning in 2 Sam 8:1; 10:1; and 13. Each of
these begins with וַ יְ ִהי ַא ַח ֶרי ֵכן, indicating both the following narrative as a self-contained unit and a

contributes to the conversation in terms of our knowledge of scribal archives, Montgomery’s point is pertinent on
a literary level. It does not necessarily follow that the quoted text must be from an archive, as it could also
emanate from a memorial inscription. Though Montgomery’s and Burney’s observations are dated and perhaps
not universally true, their work is still valid for our purposes. They have shown important literary triggers that very
well may indicate, in parallel to contemporaneous documents from other nearby cultures, a scribe’s quotation
from another source.
17
Isaac Rabinowitz, “’ĀZ Followed by the Imperfect Verb-Form in Preterite Contexts: A Redactional Device in
Biblical Hebrew,” VT 34 (1984): 53-62.
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vague attempt to make the connected narratives cohere chronologically. That the temporal clauses
beginning some of these narratives of David’s reign include a  וַ יְ ִהיlinks these narratives to the similar
narrative material in 1-2 Kings. Similarly, Solomon’s reign begins with a disjunctive using a simple waw
and Solomon’s name: “And Solomon sat upon the throne of David, his father. And his kingdom was
firmly established//ל־כ ֵסא ַדוִ ד ָא ִביו וַ ִתכֹן ַמלְ כּותֹו ְמאֹד
ִ ”ּושֹלמֹה יָ ַשב ַע
ְ (1 Kgs 2:12). It is not until 1 Kgs 6:37
that we see the kind of disjunctive characteristic of chronicle material. This verse reads: “In the fourth
year, the foundation of the house of the LORD was founded in the month of Zib// יעת יֻ ַסד ֵבית
ִ ַּב ָשנָ ה ַה ְר ִב
יְ הוָ ה ְּביֶ ַרח זִ ו.” This disjunctive phrase does not include a  וַ יְ ִהיand thus conforms to the kind of disjunctive
we expect from archival material. Not coincidentally, this verse through 7:12 reads much like the neoBabylonian chronicles in that it dispassionately reports building projects (here the founding of Temple,
the king’s palace, the House of the Forest of Lebanon, and the house for Pharaoh’s daughter) with a
tight concern for chronology. It is also redundant of much of the material from 5:15-6:36 (MT), albeit in
much less detail. This indicates, once more, that the historian is drawing from a different source for the
material beginning in 6:37 than in the preceding construction accounts.
The literary breaks mark for the reader where new narratives begin. This alone should signal to
the reader the possibility of the historian’s use of separate source material from the preceding narrative.
But the distinctiveness of the temporal clauses that begin with  וַ יְ ִהיfrom the temporal clauses in the
chronographic material that do not begin with this verb, in addition to the disjunctives beginning with a
proper name being found in an accession formula or not, adds to the distinct characterizations of these
two genres.
The distinctiveness between these two genres within the presentation of a single king in 1-2
Kings is demonstrated by, for example, the Baasha narrative of 1 Kgs 15:33-16:6. In 15:33, the king’s

Drew S. Holland 123
account begins with the usual synchronism: “In the third year of Asa, king of Judah, Baasha began to
reign over all Israel…//...ל־יִש ָר ֵאל
ְ ל־כ
ָ ן־א ִחיָ ה ַע
ְ ַ הּודה ָמ ַלְך ַּב ְע ָשא ֶב
ָ ְּב ְשנַ ת ָשֹלש ְל ָא ָסא ֶמ ֶלְך י.”
ִ The judgment
against Baasha follows in 15:34. Yet 16:1 does not follow with a sequential narrative. Rather, it begins
with the following typical introduction to a prophetic story18: ן־חנָ נִ י ַעל ָּב ְע ָשא
ְ ַ וַ יְ ִהי ְד ַבר־יְ הוָ ה ֶאל־יְהּוא ֶב
...לאמֹר.
ֵ After this narrative in 16:2-4, another disjunctive occurs, this time with the source citation: “and
the remainder of the deeds of Baasha, and all which he did, and his might, they are written in the Book
of the Chronicles of the Kings of Israel// תּובים ַעל ֵס ֶפר ִד ְב ֵרי
ִ א־הם ְכ
ֵ ֹ בּורתֹו ַהְל
ָ ְוְ יֶ ֶתר ִד ְב ֵרי ַב ְָע ָשא וַ ַ ְא ֶשר ָע ָשה ּוג
לכי יִ ְש ָר ֵאל
ֵ היָ ִמים ְל ַמ.”
ַ The death, burial, and succession formulae follow in sequence, beginning with a
waw consecutive: “And Baasha slept with his ancestors and he was buried in Tirzah and Elah, his son,
reigned after him.//ם־אב ָֹתיו וַ יִ ָק ֵבר ְּב ִת ְר ָצה וַ יִ ְמֹלְך ֵא ָלה ְבנֹו ַת ְח ָתיו
ְ ַ וַ יִ ְש ַכב ַּב ְע ָשא ִע.” The narrative of the prophet
Jehu interrupts this chronographic data with a story that is distinctive in grammatical styling.
Consequently, we see two different genres at play, emanating from at least two different sources, a
prophetic narrative and a chronographic source, the proposed IRC. These two dissimilar narratives did
not originally belong together, but were integrated into the same material by a redactor.
Turning to a text with major implications for redaction criticism, we see the same phenomenon
at work in the Josiah narrative of 2 Kgs 22:1-23:30. The Josiah cycle begins (22:1) with the expected
succession formula in a fashion that breaks with the previous narrative: “A son of eight years was Josiah
at the beginning of his reign and thirty-one years he reigned in Jerusalem…// אשיָ הּו ְב ָמ ְלכֹו
ִ ֹ ־שמֹנֶ ה ָשנָ ה י
ְ ֶּבן
...ירּוש ָל ִם
ָ ֹלשים וְ ַא ַחת ָשנָ ה ָמ ַלְך ִּב
ִ ּוש
ְ .” After the succession formula, the historian’s judgment of Josiah

18

Claus Westermann, Basic Forms of Prophetic Speech, trans. Hugh Clayton White, (Philadelphia: Westminster,
1967), 90-128.
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follows, beginning with a waw consecutive,19 indicating the adherence of this part to the succession
formula:
ּושמֹאול
ְ א־סר יָ ִמין
ָ ֹ ל־ד ֶרְך ָדוִ ד ָא ִביו וְ ל
ֶ וַ יַ ַעש ַהיָ ָשר ְּב ֵעינֵ י יְ הוָ ה וַ יֵ ֶלְך ְּב ָכ//”And he did the right in the eyes of
YHWH. And he walked in every way of David, his ancestor, and he did not turn to the right or to
the left.”

But 22:3 breaks this sequence by beginning a narrative about Josiah with a temporal clause: “And it was
in the eighteenth year of King Josiah…//...אשיָ הּו
ִ ֹ  ”וַ יְ ִהי ִּב ְשמֹנֵ ה ֶע ְש ֵרה ָשנָ ה ַל ֶמלֶ ְך יIn 22:3-23:27, we find a
unified (at least in its final form) narrative containing sequential action detailing the discovery of the
“Book of the Law” and Josiah’s subsequent reform. The source citation appears in 23:28, breaking the
sequence of action: “And the remainder of the deeds of Josiah and all that he did, they are written in the
Book of the Chronicles of the Kings of Judah.// תּובים ַעל ֵס ֶפר
ִ א־הם ְכ
ֵ ֹ ל־א ְֶשר ָע ָשה ַהְל
ַ אהיָ הּו וְ ָכ
ִ ֹ וְ יֶ ֶתר ִד ְב ֵרי שי
ְהּודה
ָ  ִד ְב ֵרי ַהיָ ִמים ְל ַמ ְל ֵכי י.” The next verse, 23:29, contains the infamous notice of Josiah’s death in battle.
It also begins with a temporal clause without a וַ יְ ִהי. It reads: “And in his days, Pharaoh Neco, king of
Egypt, went up against the king of Asshur in the trans-Euphrates, and King Josiah went to meet him in
battle as he saw him// אשיָ הּו לִ ְק ָראתֹו
ִ ֹ ר־פ ָרת וַ יֵ ֶלְך ַה ֶמ ֶלְך י
ְ ל־מ ֶלְך ַ ְאשּור ַעל־נְ ַה
ֶ ְך־מ ְצ ַריִ ם ַע
ִ ְּביָ ָמיו ָע ָלה ַפ ְרעֹה נְ כֹה ֶמ ֶל
יתהּו ִּב ְמגִ דֹו ִכ ְראֹתֹו אֹתֹו
ֵ וַ יְ ִמ.” This is then followed by the death, burial, and succession formulae in 23:30.
The brief narrative of Josiah’s demise at the hand of Pharah Neco most likely derives from the proposed
JRC. Not only is it a brief, third-person battle report like we find in the neo-Babylonian chronicles, but it
also bears the disjunctive grammatical styling of a temporal clause minus a  וַ יְ ִהיwe have seen is also
indicative of the chronographic material in 1-2 Kings.

19

Waltke and O’Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax, sec. 39.2.1.c.
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2 Kgs 22:1-23:30 has caused much vexation for interpreters, particularly those who posit a twostage, namely both pre-exilic and exilic, history of redaction. On the one hand, Huldah prophesies that
Josiah will “go to his grave in peace” (2 Kgs 22:20). On the other hand, the manner of Josiah’s death
reported in 23:29 does not support this fact. 20 This may be explained in an analogous manner to the
Ahab story. That is, these two literary traditions, the one prophesying Josiah’s peaceful death and the
one reporting his violent death, have different origins. While I do not deny that there is much reworking
of 2 Kgs 22-23,21 the historian who integrated the narrative and chronicle traditions either let the

20

The difficult aspect of determining the redactional character of 2 Kgs 22:20 is that 20b offers a note of doom for
the nation, if not for Josiah. Thus, Cross states that there is an “old nucleus in Huldah’s prophecy which predates
Josiah’s unpeaceful end.” (italics belong to Cross) See Frank Moore Cross, “The Themes of the Book of Kings and
the Structure of the Deuteronomistic History,” in Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic: Essays in the History of the
Religion of Israel (Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1973), 286n.33. Friedman concurs in Richard Elliott Friedman, The
Exile and Biblical Narrative: The Formation of the Deuteronomistic and Priestly Works, HSM 22. (Chico, CA:
Scholar’s Press, 1981), 25. Nelson follows Cross and argues that the corporate judgment in 22:20b is a separate
layer. See Richard D. Nelson, The Double Redaction of the Deuteronomistic History (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1981), 78.
See concurrence in Mordechai Cogan and Hayim Tadmor, 2 Kings: A New Translation with Commentary, AB.
(Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1988), 295. However, another student of Cross, Steven McKenzie, challenges the
fragmented redaction history posited by these scholars and contends that they do not take seriously enough the
pre-exilic nature of this entire oracle. See Steven L. McKenzie, The Chronicler’s Use of the Deuteronomistic History,
HSM 33. (Atlanta: Scholar’s Press, 1984), 198; idem., The Trouble with Kings: The Composition of the Book of Kings
in the Deuteronomistic History (Leiden: Brill, 1991), 111–12. It is unclear how McKenzie reads this oracle in his
most recent position on redaction of 1-2 Kings, that of an exilic author in Mizpah. Iain Provan concurs with
McKenzie’s assessment of others from the so-called “Harvard School,” but takes another direction by positing that
the entire oracle is exilic. See Iain W. Provan, Hezekiah and the Book of Kings: A Contribution to the Debate about
the Composition of the Deuteronomistic History (Berlin, New York: DeGruyter, 1988), 147–49. For Dietrich and the
so-called “Gottingen School,” Huldah’s oracle, and this passage in particular, is a showcase for later redaction. See
Dietrich, Prophetie Und Geschichte : Eine Redaktionsgeschichtlich Untersuchung Zum Deuteronomistischen
Geschichtswerk., 55–58; Würthwein, Die Bücher Der Könige: 1. Kön. 17-2. Kön. 25, 449. While I do not wish to
become involved here in a detailed discussion of the issues, I do wish to assert that the traditions behind 2 Kgs
22:20 and 23:29 are not aware of one another.
21
The Vetus Latina and the Lucian Septuagint both appear to preserve an older textual tradition in these chapters
than is found in the Masoretic Text and other versions of the Septuagint. Although a full explication is not possible
here, one significant difference is that the VL preserves the following reading in 22:12: Et mandavit rex Helciae
sacerdoti, et Alchinae filio Josaphat, et Achiliae filio Melchiae, et Sapham scribe, et Joas filio regis, dicens. All other
textual witnesses replace the equivalent name “Jehoshaphat” with “Shaphan” and the equivalent “Joash, son of
the king,” with“Asaiah, servant of the king.” In a later stage of textual development found in the other textual
witnesses, scribes omitted the names these characters shared with evil kings of Judah and Israel, respectively. In
their place, the later scribes inserted Shaphan, the scribe mentioned in this same verse, as well as the name of a
king’s servant. Furthermore, in v.14, where the VL reads Joash’s name, the other texts read “Asaiah.” The name
replacements serve to refashion this scene, which is of great importance in the Jewish tradition’s reception of the
law, by erasing its association with the names of evil kings from the past, even if the characters are not the kings
themselves. This may be classified as a “euphemistic alteration,” in which the scribes sought to replace a text
perceived as profane with a correction considered more palatable. For this principle, see Emmanuel Tov, Textual
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tension of the manner of Josiah’s death remain in the text (if one adheres to the “peaceful-death”
theory) or he utilized these different genres to convey a different message.22 This case illustrates that
narrative and chronographic material in such instances were composed independently and only later
brought together into the text now known as 1-2 Kings.

Identifying Extracts from the Proposed Hebrew Royal Chronicles in 1-2 Kings
In light of the discussions concerning the characteristics of chronographic material in 1-2 Kings
from ancient Near Eastern parallels and indications- from the text itself, this section seeks to notate the
verses in the final form of the biblical text originally belonging to SRC, IRC, and JRC. Study of the neoBabylonian chronicles and genres within the biblical text help us to identify the distinct genres of
chronographic and narrative materials in 1-2 Kings. In addition, we also have what I deem “exilic
reflections,” which are judgments, narratives, and interpolations by the historian of 1-2 Kings. These
include the evaluations of the kings, which we have concluded do not stem from the chronicles, and
religious assessments in places like 2 Kgs 17:5-23, where the historian explicitly gives reasons for the
exile of the Northern Kingdom. It further includes the final portion of 2 Kings, 24:10-25:29,23 in which
there are no indicators of chronographic material and no further citations of royal chronicles. Christoph
Levin writes,
“Schwerlich haben diese allerletzten ereignisse noch Eingang in das ursprüngliche Annalenexcerpt
gefunden. Wahrscheinlicher wurden sie nachträglich an das unter Josia oder Jojakim entsandene
Werk angefügt. Eine wahrnehmbare literarische Zäsur ist dafür nicht Bedingung.“ 24

Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 3rd ed. (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress, 2011), 250–52. For recent discussions on the
priority of the VL and L in these sections of 1-2 Kings, see Julio Trebolle, “From the ‘Old Latin’ through the ‘Old
Greek’ to the ‘Old Hebrew’ (2 Kings 10:23-25),” Text XI (1984): 17–36; idem., “Textual Criticism and the Literary
Structure and Composition of 1-2 Kings/3-4 Reigns. The Different Sequence of Literary Units in MT and LXX,”
Septuaginta (2012): 55–78; Adrian Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte Der Königsbücher: Die Hebräische Vorlage Der
Ursprünglichen Septuaginta Als Älteste Textform Der Königsbücher, OBO 199. (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 2004); idem., “The Septuagint in the Text History of 1-2 Kings,” in The Book of Kings: Sources,
Composition, Historiography and Reception, ed. Baruch Halpern and Andre Lemaire (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 3–17.
22
On this last point, see Suriano, Politics of Dead Kings, 89-92.
23
Excluding 24:18, which notes accession.
24
Christoph Levin, “Das synchronistische Exzerpt aus den Annalen der Könige von Israel und Juda,” VT 61 (2011):
627-28. Cogan also does not include these sections in listing the material that likely came from Hebrew royal

Drew S. Holland 127
Any similarities in the literary characteristics between 24:10-25:29 and chronicled material are
likely due to the observation made in the previous chapter that the scribal circle which created
and had access to royal chronicles was the same group that produced 1-2 Kings, that is, the
Temple scribes.
Thus, in the following chart, we will see the material that, according to the criteria set forth in
this work, comes from the Hebrew royal chronicles. To reiterate our literary criteria, we will judge this
material based on the following characteristics of the genre of chronicle:


Verbs will be predominately in the third person.



The information is tersely presented.



The data will focus on the king and matters of his reign. Both the titles of the works and the
information surrounding the source citations offer this clue.



Divine causation of historical events will not be overt; rather expressly political activity will
appear at the forefront of the narratives.



The information will appear in sequential, though disconnected, episodes. This is contrasted by
the narratives, which present whole episodes as a connected narrative.



The information will be objective in its assessment of historical activity.



In addition to the criteria established in chapter one, we have seen in this chapter that a further
criterion must be that the literary transitions to the blocks of chronicled material must begin
without the verb וַ יְ ִהי.

chronicles. Mordechai Cogan, 1 Kings: An New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB. (New York:
Doubleday, 2001), 89–91. See also James A. Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of
Kings, ed. Henry Snyder Gehman, ICC. (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1951), 37; John Gray, I & II Kings: A Commentary,
OTL. (Philadelphia: Westminster John Knox, 1963), 35.
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For points of comparison, this chart will also provide verse numbers enumerated by both Montgomery
and Cogan, two significant commentators on 1-2 Kings who both trust that a historian utilized the
Hebrew royal chronicles as sources and, on this premise, examine where traces of these sources are
present. For the sake of convenience, the references to the Solomonic, Israelite, and Judahite Royal
Chronicles are included.
Table 4.1

King Name
Solomon

Citation
SRC
1K
6:3711:41
7:12;
11:43

Jeroboam
Rehoboam

14:19
14:29

Abijam
Asa

15:7
15:23

Nadab

15:31

Baasha
Elah
Zimri

16:5
16:14
16:20

Omri

16:27

Ahab

22:39

IRC

2 K 1:18

King Name

Citation

25

Montgomery
1 K 4:2-9; 5:218; 7:1-13;
9:10-18, 23-28;
10:14-22, 2639; 11:14-2525

Cogan
1 K 3:5-9, 16-27;
4:2-6, 7-19; 5:914; 8:12-13;
10:1-25

1 K 14:20

15:32
15:25, 2728
15:32-33
16: 8-11
16: 15-18,
21-22
16:23-24,
28
16:29, 22:
40, 49

Jehoshaphat 22:46

Ahaziah of
Israel
Jehoram of
Israel

JRC

14:21, 2528, 30-31
15:1-2, 6, 8
15:9-10, 1622, 24

3:1

SRC

15:16-22

15:13-14, 16-21,
23

15:27
15:16-22

22: 41-42,
45, 47, 4851
1 K 22:52;
2 K 1:17bc
[No
chronographic
informatio
n]
IRC

14:25-26, 30

15:16-22, 27
16:9-10
16:15-18, 21-22

15:16-21

16:23-24

16:24

22:49

16:31, 34, 49

22:48-50

22:48, 49

2 K 1:1

JRC

Montgomery

Cogan

Montgomery does not explicitly attribute these texts to SRC, but it may be inferred that he does based on
Montgomery, Book of Kings, 35, 244.
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King Name
Jehoram of
Judah
Ahaziah of
Judah
Athaliah

Citation
8:23

Jehu
Joash of
Judah
Jehoahaz
Joash of
Israel

10:34
12:20

10:35-36

13:8
13:12,
14:15

13:9
13:10, 13,
24-25;
14:16

Amaziah

14:18

Jeroboam II

14:28

Azariah

15:6

Zechariah
Shallum

15:11
15:15

Menahem

15:21

Pekaiah
Pekah

15:26
15:31

Jotham

15:36

Ahaz

16:19

Hoshea
Hezekiah

N/A
(exiled)
20:20

Manasseh
Amon

21:17
21:25

Josiah

23:28

Jehoahaz

N/A
(exiled)
Citation

King Name

SRC

IRC

N/A
N/A

JRC
2 K 8:16-17,
20-22, 24
8:25-26

Montgomery

Cogan
8:20-22

[No
chronograph
ic
information]
2 K 12:5-22

14:1-2, 7a,
8-14, 19-20

14:8-14, 19-20

14:7, 19-20

14:25a, 28

14:25

15:5

14:22; 15:5

15:10
5:14, 16

15:10
15:14, 16

15:17, 19, 20

15:19, 20

15:23, 25
15:29-30

15:23
15:29- 30

14:23,
25a, 29
14:21-22;
15:1-2, 5
15:8, 10
15:13-14,
16
15:17, 1920, 22
15:23, 25
15:27, 2930

13:24-25; 14:814

15:32-33,
37-38
16:1-2a, 518, 20
17:1, 3-6

SRC

IRC

10:32-33
12:18-19

12: 1, 18-19,
21-22
13:1, 3, 5, 7
14:8-14

13:5, 7, 22
13:24-25

16:5-9
17:3-6

17:3-6

18:1-2, 7b-8,
9-11; 20:21
21:1, 18
21:19, 2324, 26
22:1, 23:2930
23:31, 33-35

18:9-11, 13-16,
36-37; 19:37

18:4, 13-16

23:29-30

23:29-30

JRC

Montgomery

23:33-35
Cogan
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King Name
Jehoiakim

Citation
24:5

Jehoiakin

N/A
(exiled)
N/A
(exiled)

Zedekiah
Gedaliah

SRC

IRC

JRC
23:36; 24:1,
6-7
24:8

Montgomery

Cogan
24:1-2

24:18
(exilic
reflection)

This chart illustrates several key points regarding the use of royal chronicles in 1-2 Kings. For
instance, both Montgomery and Cogan both concur with the above on several passages as emanating
from the original IRC and JRC. These are the following: 1 Kgs 15:16-21; 16:24; 22:48-49; 2 Kgs 12:18-19;
13:24-25; 14:19-20, 25a; 15:5, 10, 14, 16, 19, 20, 23, 29-30; 17:3-10; 23:29-30. Unfortunately,
Montgomery does not establish a rationale for deciding what material belongs to these sources. Cogan
surmises the content of these sources from the information that is often expressly provided
immediately before the source citations (that is, the information in the formulae following )יֶ ֶתר, such as
wisdom, might, building projects and insurrections.26 Nevertheless, there is no indication from either
author that their suggestions for material from the Hebrew royal chronicles is exhaustive. But the sheer
volume of texts agreed upon as deriving from these sources reveals the level to which these interpreters
have noticed a distinction between the narrative material in 1-2 Kings and the chronographic sources
around it.
Both Montgomery and Cogan attribute extensive lists in the narrative of Solomon’s reign
(especially 4:2-6; 5:9-14; 10:14-22) to a hypothesized SRC. I have not included these in the listing above
for two reasons. First, in our discussion of the neo-Babylonian chronicles, which serve as our external
control for Hebrew chronicles, no such lists were found in those documents. Also, it is most likely that
these kinds of lists were official palace documents on par with the Egyptian palace daybooks, also

26

Cogan, 1 Kings, 90.
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examined in the previous chapter. Indeed, extant Egyptian daybooks keep such lists as inventories and
rosters of officials.27 It is most likely that the Israelite scribal apparatus under Solomon would reflect
Egyptian practices, including the keeping of daybooks and no strict bifurcation between palace and
Temple scribes, though later this relationship deteriorated as mentioned in the previous chapter.28 Thus,
the narrative of Solomon in 1 Kings witnesses to both palace and Temple documents, and specific genres
we expect from these locations.
There is some uncertainty in the inclusion of introductory data for Jeroboam. There is no
accession formula for Jeroboam, let alone a synchronism. We would not expect a synchronism since 1
Kgs 12 already details the concurrent onset of both his and Rehoboam’s regimes. Indeed Rehoboam also
does not receive a synchronism. The length of Jeroboam’s reign, twenty-two years, appears at the end
of his narrative in 14:20a. As we have seen, this particular feature is characteristic of both king lists and
chronicles in the ancient world, making it uncertain whether the historian of this verse drew upon one
or the other. However, the most likely explanation concerning the notice from 14:20a is that it derives
from an Israelite royal chronicle, since neo-Babylonian chronicles also contain this feature and do so at
the end of a king’s cycle. Rehoboam’s accession notice in 14:21 does make note of his age, length of

27

See Donald B. Redford, Pharaonic King-Lists, Annals, and Day-Books: A Contribution to the Study of the Egyptian
Sense of History (Mississauga, Ont.: Benben, 1986), chap. 3, especially 107-111, where these kinds of lists are
explicitly mentioned in the daybook from the palace of Sobekhopte III.
28
The distinction between temple and palace scribes appears to be stronger in Mesopotamia than in Egypt. The
citation of the scroll in the Temple of Amun found in Thutmose III’s Karnak Annals we noted in the previous
chapter point to interplay between these two spheres of scribal production. On the citation of this text in the
Annals of Karnak, see again Donald B. Redford, The Wars in Syria and Palestine of Thutmose III, CHANE 16. (Leiden:
Brill, 2003). 4–5, 33–34. On the separation of palace and temple scribes in Mesopotamia, see Van der Toorn,
Scribal Culture, 82-96; A. Leo Oppenheim, Ancient Mesopotamia: Portrait of a Dead Civilization (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1977), 95–107. Indeed the trajectory of 1-2 Kings indicates increased tension between the
Temple and the palace in Israel. After Solomon’s establishment of the Temple, the text scrutinizes how kings, even
Solomon himself, care for the Temple and support proper Yahwistic worship. Cf. 1 Kgs 11:1-40; 12:25-14:18; 15:1115; 16:1-7, 12-13, 31-34; 17:1-19:18; 20:13-22, 35-43; 21:1-22:38; 22:43-46, 52-53; 2 Kgs 1:1-17; 2 Kgs 3:1-27; 8:1819, 27; 9:1-10:31; 12:2-16; 13:2-7, 11; 14:3-6, 25; 15:3-4, 9, 18, 24, 28, 34-35; 16:2b-4; 17:2, 18, 21-23; 18:3-6;
19:2-16; 22:2-23:27. Thus, although the beginning of Solomon’s reign reflects a close relationship between Temple
and palace scribes (the Egyptian model), later narratives reflect the strain (seen in Mesopotamian texts) between
these two entities.
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reign, and name of his mother as we expect from a JRC. Yet we do not have the expected counterpart
from Jeroboam’s accession. We conclude that, for Jeroboam, the composer of this passage either did
not have access to Jeroboam’s accession information here or he did not feel it was pertinent to include.
Similarly, Jehu’s length-of-reign formula appears in 2 Kgs 10:36, two verses after his citation
formula. This is certainly an unusual location for the reign length formula, as we would expect to see it
prior to the citation formula. The Lucian recension of the Septuagint preserves a synchronism with
Athaliah here, stating that in the second year of Athaliah, Jehu ascended to the throne in Israel.
Following this, a passage concerning Ahaziah appears with similarities to passages in chapter 8. Most
scholars have asserted this addition at 10:36 as superfluous and inaccurate.29 However, Julio Trebolle
has argued that both Lucian and the Vetus Latina are older and reflect more original readings than the
MT and Vaticanus in the Jehu narrative and surrounding pericopes.30 If he is correct, then the
synchronism preserved by Lucian witnesses to authentic chronographic data used here for Jehu’s regnal
years. Nevertheless, Theile has also contended that Lucian’s witness in the synchronisms represents an
attempt to fix chronographic errors that did not need to be repaired, so its witness in the synchronisms
is thus unreliable.31 Given the adjustments to the chronographic information of Jehu throughout the
transmission history of this text, perhaps the unique order of the formulae here has been rearranged
from an earlier version, but it is impossible to say without such extant witnesses. Regardless, we cannot
say conclusively that Dtr had chronographic data for Jehu’s accession and reign length at hand.

29

Alfred Rahlfs, Septuaginta-Studien (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1911), 276–77; Burney, Notes, 307;
Montgomery, Book of Kings, 416. See also the summary in Cogan and Tadmor, 2 Kings: A New Translation with
Commentary, 117.
30
The VL is not attested for these verses. Julio C. Trebolle-Barrera, Jehu y Joas: Texto y Composiciὀn Literaria de 2
Reyes 9-11 (Valencia: Institucion San Jeronimo, 1984); idem., “Textual Criticism and the Literary Structure and
Composition of 1-2 Kings/3-4 Reigns. The Different Sequence of Literary Units in MT and LXX.”
31
Edwin R. Thiele, The Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1983). See especially
pp. 209-10.
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If I have correctly identified 15:16-22 as having been copied from JRC, it is noteworthy that an
Israelite king is mentioned in a Judahite text.32 This phenomenon was noted by Grabbe in his proposal
that all of the chronicled material on Israelite kings appears from Judahite texts on parallel with the neoBabylonian chronicles’ mentions of the deeds of Assyrian and Edomite kings.33 However, this
underscores the point made in the previous chapter, contra Grabbe, that mentions of foreign kings only
occur in these chronicles where they directly affect the political situation in the native country. Again,
the wealth of material specific to the Northern Kingdom alone suggests that a historian of 1-2 Kings
drew upon both the Israelite (Northern) and Judahite (Southern) royal chronicle.
The source citation, death, and burial formulae for Joash of Israel is repeated in 2 Kgs 13:12-13
and 14:15-16. The former is found at the end of material specifically concerning this king and the latter
concludes Joash’s wars with Amaziah. The earlier verses add the succession notice of Jeroboam II, which
is omitted in the second pair. In addition, the Lucianic Septuagint, which we have established likely takes
priority in this section of 1-4 Reigns, omits the first couplet and arranges these data at the end of
chapter 13. Many scholars have seen these factors as pointing to the secondary nature of 13:12-13.34
This leads to the conclusion formed by Cogan and Tadmor,
“…if we consider the unit 14:8-14 to be basically a northern story, then the repeated conclusion to
the reign of Joash in 14:15-16 was taken over when the whole unit was removed to its present
position within the reign of Amaziah.”35

32

The notice of war between Asa and Baasha is reiterated twice in 1 Kgs 15:16 and 32. The latter is especially out
of place since it appears after Nadab’s narrative and before Baasha is introduced. The original hand of the
Septuagint omits 15:32, and I find this the most likely original reading here. The plus of 15:32 is best explained as
dittography. Moreover, the Septuagint is a more reliable witness in this section of 1-2 Kings, as explained in H. St.
John Thackeray, The Septuagint and Jewish Worship: A Study in Origins (London: Publications for the British
Academy, 1921), 16–28. Cf. also Montgomery, Book of Kings, 279.
33
Lester Grabbe, “Mighty Oaks from (Genetically Manipulated?) Acorns Grow: The Chronicle of the Kings of Judah
as a Source of the Deuteronomistic History,” in Reflection and Refraction: Studies in Biblical Historiography in
Honour of A. Graeme Auld, ed. Robert Rezetko, Timothy H. Lim, and W. Brian Aucker (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 158;
Lester Grabbe, Can a “History of Israel” Be Written? (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), 84, 114–15, 141–
42.
34
See Burney, Notes, 316–17; Montgomery, Book of Kings, 434–35; Cogan and Tadmor, 2 Kings, 145.
35
Ibid., 145.
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Thus, we see the manner in which later redactors have shifted this portion of text taken from IRC and
rearranged it to suit a later literary concern. Another possibility here is that the formulae for Joash
appear twice because his data were found in both IRC and JRC, thus this was the original presentation.
This would be anomalous in the framework of 1-2 Kings, although it remains conceivable from the
perspective of textual criticism, since this provides the more difficult reading.
The stories of many rulers related in the chart above have limited chronographic information.
This includes, Jehoram of Israel, Ahaziah of Judah, Athaliah, Zedekiah, Jehoahaz, Jehoiakin, and
Gedaliah. Many have some chronographic data attributed to their reigns, particularly accession formula,
but little else. We have suggested earlier that this is likely due to an erasure of this information at some
point in the text’s transmission, considering there are potentially polemical interests at play with these
rulers. In Gedaliah’s case, we would not necessarily expect chronographic data for his reign since he
ruled as an appointed governor, not a king.
Although the linguistic presentations of the data between IRC and JRC are generally similar,
there are a few discernable differences. First, in the case of an insurrection, IRC first narrates with the
verb קׁשר, followed by the preposition על
ַ (with the requisite direct object), and then the identification of
the rebel. For example, 1 Kgs 16:9 begins, "...ַרַע ָליוַע ְבּדֹו
ָ ”ויִּ ְקׁש36 Nevertheless, the lone instance37 of an
insurrection mentioned from JRC, 2 Kgs 21:23, reads with the verb, identification of the rebels, and then
the preposition: “...מֹוןַע ָליו
ָ
י־א
ָ  ”ויִּ ְק ְׁשרּוַע ְב ֵדIn addition, a similar mention of the rebellion against an
Israelite king in 2 Kgs 9:14,38 which clearly arises from the prophetic literary tradition, reads in the same

36

See also, I Kgs 15:27; 2 Kgs 15:10, 25.
I confess this is not a large sample size with which to work, but hopefully it will contribute to the larger argument
made here.
38
...ל־יֹורם
ָ יַא
ֶּ טַבן־נִּ ְמ ִּׁש
ֶּ הּואַבן־יְ ה ָׁשש
ֶּ
ֵ ויִּ ְתק ֵשרַיA textual error of the MT has appeared in the preposition here, with
37

confusion between  אלand על.
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word order as the instance from JRC. This again shows the distinction between chronicled material and
the narrative traditions. Another feature reveals differences between these two contemporaneous
chronicles. At three points (1 Kgs 15:28; 16:10; 2 Kgs 1:17bc) outside of the accession formulae, events
from IRC are dated with synchronisms to Judahite rulers. The synchronisms could reflect the hand of the
exilic editor, but the irregularity of these synchronisms and the absence of such synchronisms outside of
the accession formulae in JRC suggests that it likely came from the source itself and is a distinctive
feature of IRC. Finally, as we reviewed in chapter one, Bin-Nun noted distinct differences between
Israelite and Judahite accession formulae. She surmises that this is due to the historian’s use of distinct
king lists. However, it is also likely given the prosaic synchronisms that exist in our external control, the
neo-Babylonian chronicles, that IRC and JRC contained the discrete patterns of noting accession data in
each kingdom. It may be possible that the prosaic word order in IRC and JRC were based upon the order
in which information was listed in king lists for each nation, but that the chronicles themselves were the
direct influence for the framework of 1-2 Kings is more probable. In sum, we note that the chronicle
traditions of IRC and JRC as extant in the final form of 1-2 Kings share similar literary styles. But some
variances unique to the scribes of each of the Kingdoms also developed in the chronicle tradition.

Excursus:  הְַל ֹאas a Source Citation Marker
In all but five of the source citations in 1-2 Kings,39 the particle  ַהְלֹאappears as a link between
the list of a king’s deeds and the pronoun “they//הם."
ֵ When it does, most English translations
consulted40 render it as a negative rhetorical question. This approach reads the particle as an
interrogative  ַ ְהplus a negative לֹא, leading to a translation approximate to “and remainder of the deeds

39

This section refers only to the citations in the MT, as we have noted that the Greek word ἰδοὺ, analogous the
Hebrew particle  ִהנָ ם, is used more frequently in the LXX.
40
The only two that do not are the NLT and the JPS. Others consulted are the following: RSV, NRSV, ESV, NASB,
KJV, NKJV, and ASV.
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of RN, are they not written in the chronicles of {X}?” Rhetorical questions, unlike basic questions, do not
seek an open-ended answer from a respondent, but rather mark an assertion embedded in the text.
Further, the expected answer to a “yes/no” rhetorical question, as we have here, has an opposite
polarity of the question.41 The implication of such a translation is that the reader is to understand that
the answer to this question is to be in the affirmative, namely here that the remainder of a king’s deeds
are indeed to be found in these sources.
In chapter two, we considered the work of Mark Leuchter,42 who examined the function of the
source citations, not as a reference of further documents for the reader to consult, but as rhetorical
questions. He discovers that the historian’s “use of source citations would have functioned symbolically
and rhetorically rather than as a direct allusion to materials for his readers.”43 Thus the so-called source
citations serve different purposes than to be a mere guide for the reader to seek extra information
about the kings. In looking to the background of these sources, he examines the Mesopotamian
exemplars, particularly the neo-Babylonian chronicles, and contends that the references to source
material in 1-2 Kings “mediate” history between the court and the popular traditions and “did not
necessarily reflect royal propaganda.”44 Although he does not discuss this point in much detail, his
intuition is correct. Indeed, we have seen in the previous chapter that the neo-Babylonian chronicles
arose from the schools of temple and private scribes. Analogously, we may surmise that in Israel and
Judah, SRC, IRC, and JRC were similar texts and emanated from the circles of elite scribes in the
Jerusalem Temple, not the palace.

41

Adina Moshavi, “Two Types of Argumentation Involving Rhetorical Questions,” Bib 90 (2009): 32–33; idem., “Can
a Positive Rhetorical Question Have a Positive Answer in the Bible?,” JSS 56, (2011): 253–54; idem., “Rhetorical
Question or Assertion? The Pragmatics of  ַ ְהלֹאin Biblical Hebrew,” JANES 32 (2012): 95.
42
Mark Leuchter, “The Sociolinguistic and Rhetorical Implications of the Source Citations in Kings,” in Soundings in
Kings: Perspectives and Methods in Contemporary Scholarship, ed. Mark Leuchter and Klaus-Peter Adam
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2010), 119–34.
43
Ibid., 120.
44
Ibid., 123.
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However, Leuchter takes his argument further by arguing that the source citations structure “a
sweeping historiography where kingship is divested of mythic resonance.”45 For him, the scribal
background of the Hebrew royal chronicles, in which the composers of these sources would not have
been under the patronage of the king, supports this assertion, along with the numerous texts in 1-2
Kings critical of the monarchy. But more so, the form in which the citations appear with the apparent
rhetorical question marked by “ ַהְלֹאcreates a degree of ambiguity regarding the nature of this source.”46
In other words, the historian wants to inspire apathy in the readers toward the institution of kingship by
mentioning these sources that refer to the kings’ deeds and framing them in such a way that points to
the ultimate impotency of the accomplishments these texts describe. For Leuchter, a post-Josianic
context, where the glory of the monarchy has faded, provides the most likely setting for such an
attitude.47 He summarizes his viewpoint as follows:
"The rhetorical qualities of the source citation do for royal historiography what the regnal formulas
throughout Kings do for monarchs themselves; they place limits on their dominance as the official
statements on the past. They declare that while Israel's kings are central characters in the nation's
history, their purview is not the be-all and end-all in qualifying that history."48

Although Leuchter finds probable that sources were used in composing this history, the key
point about the source citations is that they function rhetorically in this manner.49 In chapter two, we
mentioned two troublesome premises of Leuchter’s work. One is that that his method is based upon
Persian-period rhetoric in source citations rather than source citations more analogous in time and place
to Iron II-III Israel and Judah. We also noted he did not engage enough with recent scholarship on the
function of the particle  ַ ְהלֹאin the Hebrew Bible. It is this latter concern we will examine in what follows.
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Ibid., 130.
Ibid., 131.
47
Ibid., 128.
48
Ibid., 132.
49
Ibid., 119.
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Hebrew linguists have long noted that  ַהְלֹאcan function, not only as a negative rhetorical
question, but also as an equivalent to the particle הנֵ ה.
ִ That is, it expresses the immanence of some
object directed to the hearer or reader by the speaker or author.50 Gesenius, Kautzsch, and Cowley note,
“A few passages deserve special mention, in which the use of the interrogative is altogether
different from our idiom, since it serves merely to express the conviction that the contents of the
statement are well known to the hearer, and are unconditionally admitted by them.” 51

Given that  ִהנָ םappears in lieu of  ַהְלֹאfive times in the source citations52 and that even more frequently
in the LXX we witness the use of the Greek word ἰδοὺ, equivalent to הנָ ם,
ִ in the citations, the use of ַהְלֹא
as a particle of immanence rather than a rhetorical question is highly likely. Unfortunately, Leuchter only
mentions this possibility in passing and miscalculates the number of times this appears in the
formulae.53 Yet, the evident interchangeability of  ַהְלֹאwith הנֵ ה,
ִ as well as the research on the
pragmatics of the particle we will investigate below, reveal that a rhetorical question is not in view in
the source citations.

50

Jouon and Muraoka dub  ִהנֵ הa “presentative exclamation” as it draws the reader’s attention to the immediacy of
the speech content. See Paul Joüon and Takahitsu Muraoka, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, (Rome: Editrice
Pontificio Instituto Biblico, 2006), §4.20.1.
51
GKC, §150.e. See also a similar statement in Joüon and Muraoka, in which they describe this aspect of  ַ ְהל ֹאas
“exclamatory.” Joüon and Muraoka, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, §161.c. See also Michael L. Brown, “‘Is It Not?’
or ‘Indeed!’: HL in Northwest Semitic,” Maarav 4 (1987): 216; H.A. Brongers, “Some Remarks on the Biblical
Particle Halo’,” in Remembering All the Way: A Collection of Old Testament Studies Published on the Occasion of
the Fortieth Anniversary of the Oudtestamentisch Werkgezelschap in Nederland, ed. B. Albrektson et al., OtSt 21.
(Leiden: Brill, 1981), 180; Adina Moshavi, “Rhetorical Question or Assertion?,” 95-96; idem., “Syntactic Evidence
for a Clausal Adverb  הלאin Biblical Hebrew,” JNSL 33, (2007): 53; idem., “Discourse Marker of Justification,” 17273.
52
1 Kgs 14:19; 15:11, 15, 26, 31. In fact, the LXX often translates this particle as ἰδοὺ, which is equivalent to הנָ ם,
ִ
though it also often appears with a negation in an interrogative phrase. See 3 Kgdms 12:24; 14:29; 15:17, 23, 31;
16:5, 20, 27; 22:46; 4 Kgdms 1:18; 8:23; 12:20; 15:6, 11, 15, 26; 21:25; 24:5
53
Leuchter, “The Sociolinguistic and Rhetorical Implications of the Source Citations in Kings,” 201n.23. He notes
that 1 Kgs 14:19 is “the only instance of this term standing for ‘hlw in the source citation formula.” Yet, as we see
in the previous note, this is incorrect. He claims that, as the only instance, it “demonstrates the ambiguous
character” of this particle at the point where this occurred in the transmission of the text.
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In several articles54 Adina Moshavi reviews the linguistic function of  ַהְלֹאas a clausal adverb as
opposed to a rhetorical question. In contrast to a rhetorical question, a clausal adverb involves prose
contexts that are not “persuasive in nature” nor “involve obvious information.”55 Whereas the answer to
a rhetorical question is apparent to both the writer/speaker and addressee, clausal adverbs, on the
other hand, have answers that introduce information that is new to the addressee.56
Syntactically, negative rhetorical questions separate the interrogative and negative particles,
whereas clausal adverbs combine the two elements. For instance, a true negative rhetorical question
appears in Gen 18:25: “Should the judge of all the earth not do justice?//הַמ ְׁשפַָט
ִּ ל־ה ָא ֶּרץַלאַי ֲע ֶּש
ָ טַכ
ָ ” ֲהׁש ֵפ
Here, as with most true negative rhetorical questions, the interrogative ה
ְַ appears at the head of the
clause, with the  לאfollowing the verb. This is in stark contrast to the combination of these two elements
in the particle הְלא, which we see in our source citations.57

Pragmatically, clausal adverbs like this most often function as so-called “discourse markers of
justification.” These justify either a preceding or following claim, and stand in contrast to asseverative or
emphasizing functions of clausal adverbs, which do not seek to validate assertions.58 Clausal adverbs in
which  ַהְלֹאis clearly interchangeable with  ִהנֵ הunanimously fall into this pattern.59 Discourse markers of
justification do not have a clear translatable value, as their function is pragmatic rather than formal, but
they may be signaled by conjunctions like “so” “but,” and “however.”60
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Adina Moshavi, “Discourse Marker of Justification,”; idem., “Syntactic Evidence,” idem., “Rhetorical Question or
Assertion?” The last of these reflects her most recent and thorough treatment of the issue.
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ibid., 95.
56
This represents a refinement of the issue introduced by GKC §150.e.
57
Moshavi, “Syntactic Evidence for a Clausal Adverb  הלאin Biblical Hebrew,” 54–59.
58
idem., “Discourse Marker of Justification,” 173-74. Thus contra Daniel Sivan and William M. Schniedewind,
“Letting Your ‘Yes’ Be ‘No’ in Ancient Israel: A Study of the Asseverative l’ and hal’o,” JSS 38 (1993): 209–26.
59
Moshavi, “Discourse Marker of Justification,” 173-74.
60
Ibid., 171-72.
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Moshavi classifies discourse markers of justification as “announcements,” in which the speaker
announces new information previously unknown to the addressee. This then does not fit the pragmatic
context in which a rhetorical question is used.61 This is precisely the grammatical condition we see with
the source citations in 1-2 Kings. In fact, Moshavi explicitly lists these instances of  ַהְלֹאas a showcase
example of the particle’s use as a clausal adverb.62 Not only does the historian freely alternate  ַהְלֹאand
הנָ ם,
ִ but the citations certainly appear as an announcement of information (i.e., where the remaining
information can be found), justifying claims previously not made known to the reader.
The distinction between the rhetorical question and clausal adverb usage of  ַהְלֹאhas led to
some disagreement about the etymology of this particle.63 Nevertheless, by the time of biblical Hebrew,
the particle takes on both functions. So can  ַהְלֹאindicate a rhetorical question in the source citations of
1-2 Kings? The preceding suggests not. Its interchangeability with  ִהנָ םin the source citations and its
function as an announcement of new information leads us away from Leuchter’s conclusions and even
the majority of biblical translations. Indeed Leuchter has overstated his case in asserting that ַהְלֹא
functions rhetorically as opposed to marking source citations. Rather, we may surmise that the
composer of these citations believed that the reader could find further information about the kings in
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Moshavi, “Rhetorical Question or Assertion?,” 96.
Ibid., 99.
63
Brown contends that the interchangeability of  ַ ְהל ֹאand  ִהנֵ הhas its origins in the separate Northwest Semitic
term halu’ evident in Ugaritic, and that this has a separate etymology from the combination of the interrogative
and negative particles we see in negative rhetorical questions. See Brown, “‘Is It Not?’ or ‘Indeed!’.” McAffee, on
the other hand, finds a separate function for the combined interrogative and negative particles most likely. See
Matthew McAffee, “A Reassessment of the Hebrew Negative Interrogative Particle hlʾ,” JAOS 135, (2015): 115–31.
Given that McAffee’s work was not available at the time of her writing, Moshavi assumes Brown’s work. See
Moshavi, “Discourse Marker of Justification,” 173.
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these sources, and that he likely drew from them himself. The sources were not obvious to the reader,
thus defining  ַהְלֹאas the marker of a rhetorical question unlikely.

When Were the Hebrew Royal Chronicles Integrated into 1-2 Kings?
We have thus far examined the content and the scribal circles behind the composition of the
proposed SRC, IRC, and JRC. Now we look to clues within the biblical text that indicate when this
material was inserted into 1-2 Kings. Scholarly opinion on this is divided. There are proponents for both
the pre-exilic and exilic redaction of these royal chronicles into the text. On the one hand, Nadav
Na’aman argues that these sources would only have been available to a pre-exilic scribe from the
Temple library,64 thus the inference may be made that their integration into the text happened in the
period before the destruction of the Temple. Similarly, Montgomery ties the inclusion of JRC to
Northern Israelite literature with the support of Josiah’s revival.65 Christof Hardmeier argues that the
final mention of a Southern chronicle under Jehoiakim points to a redaction in the time of Zedekiah.66
On the other hand, the comprehensiveness of the framework and the references to these sources past
the time of Josiah suggest to many that the exilic redaction is in play here.67 Christoph Levin has taken
the middle ground and posited that these were inserted in two stages, during the reign of Josiah and
later in the exilic period.68 Indeed, many cases can be made on this point and the text is not explicit in
this or any redactional signals in the text.
In this section I would like to explore one particular topic that has been of great interest to
interpreters attempting to discern the date(s) of composition of the Deuteronomistic History, the
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notices of “until this day//עד ַהיֹום ַהזֶ ה.”
ַ There are two instances of this phrase, 2 Kgs 8:22 and 14:7,
where it appears in conjunction with data taken from a chronicle. This phrase appears to be an editorial
insertion, breaking with the mood of the narrative within which it is found, on the part of a historian
either including this material or writing after the material is already assumed in the text. Thus, it
provides a terminus ad quem for its introduction into the text. Given the reflective tone of this phrase,
as well as its claim to make an observation about a contemporary situation, it has been a key for many
scholars to interpreting the redaction history of the Deuteronomistic history.
Before we engage with the scholars who have also examined this important phrase, we pause to
comment on its locations in the text. The first instance appears between the judgment and source
citation for King Jehoram of Judah in the middle of a description of rebellions against him by both Edom
and Libnah. The aftermath of Edom’s rebellion is noted thusly in 8:22a: “Edom has rebelled against the
hand of Judah until this day//הּודה ַעד ַהיֹום ַהזֶ ה
ָ ְ ”וַ יִ ְפ ַשע ֶאְדֹום ִמ ַת ַחת יַ ד־יThe “until this day” phrase indicates
its composition at some point when Edom is still at odds with Judah, despite some temporal distance
from the reign of Jehoram. Unfortunately for the biblical critic, this describes several periods throughout
Judah’s history. Brian Neil Peterson locates this phrase in the time between Jehoram and Jehoash, since
we know that Amaziah, the intervening king, attempted to reconquer Edom.69 Cogan and Tadmor find
that territorial expansion under Josiah provides the best context for this comment.70 However, Edom
was also a major political irritant to Judah in the Babylonian period and beyond.71 Thus, it is difficult to
establish when this notice would be politically relevant to its readers.
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The second instance, from 14:7, also deals with Judahite-Edomite relations. After an extended
judgment of King Amaziah of Judah, the text jumps to the following notice:
ת־ש ָמּה יָ ְק ְת ֵאל ַעד ַהיֹום ַהזֶ ה
ְ ת־ה ֶס ַלע ַּב ִמ ְל ָח ָמה וַ יִ ְק ָרא ֶא
ַ יא־ה ֶמ ַלח ַ ְע ֶש ֶרת ַ ְא ָל ִפים וְ ָת ַפש ֶא
ַ
ֵהּוא־ה ָכה ֶאְדֹום ְּבג
ִ
//
“He struck Edom in the Valley of Salt- ten thousand- and he seized Sela in battle. And he called its
name Joktheel until this day.”

This notice is written from the perspective of a time distant from Amaziah’s re-conquest of Edom, yet
presumably also a time when the acquired city, once known as Sela, is still dubbed by the name given it
by Amaziah, Joktheel. Unfortunately, this is not helpful for the modern critic. This is precisely because
we do not know the identity of this city, and if we did, we have no way to discern when it went by a
particular name.72
Biblical scholars have consequently taken various approaches to understanding the provenance
of the phrase “until this day” in many biblical contexts, and especially in the two under scrutiny here.
Early in the critical period, W.M.L. de Wette noted the difficulty of dating these instances of “until this
day” to any particular period. He contends that the most likely explanation is that these interpolations
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appeared in the sources used by the historian since they appear to reflect pre-exilic interests.73 Abraham
Keunen similarly argues that, since these are bound to the framework of 1-2 Kings, they reflect a preexilic point of view.74 In critiquing Noth’s seminal work, Frank Moore Cross returned to these earlier
views of pre-exilic redaction, which he labels “orthodox,” and argues that many instances of this phrase
in 1-2 Kings, including the ones under investigation here, assume the existence of the pre-exilic Judahite
state and were from the hand of the Josianic redactor.75 His view has been followed more recently by
several scholars who have attempted to confirm a Josianic-era inclusion of the notices, especially at 8:22
and 14:7.76 Nevertheless, in a detailed article on the usage of the formula in the Old Testament, Brevard
Childs reverts to de Wette’s argument for these passages. Although he surmises that this formula is the
secondary witness of a historian, the examples in 1-2 Kings all stem from our hypothesized royal
chronicles.77 Thus the occurrences in 2 Kgs 8:22 and 14:7 reflect the biblical historian’s copying of an
earlier historian’s reflection. Regarding the instance in 14:7, Burke O. Long adds to the difficulty of
discerning a temporal location for the phrase since he notes that etymological etiologies, such as we find
here, were conservatively transmitted by the Deuteronomistic historian and not adjusted.78 Therefore,
we cannot be certain if Dtr included this note himself or inherited it from a source or previous version of
the text.
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The net result of this review of scholarship on the phrase “until this day” is disconcerting for the
interpreter who wishes to definitively decipher the composition, not only of this phrase, but the
inclusion of the chronographic material that surrounds it in 8:22 and 14:7. We must concur with Nelson
in his assessment of the “until this day” phrases: “…none of these examples could actually prove preexilic redaction even if the formulae could be shown to be from the historian’s hand.”79 It is difficult to
locate the provenance of this phrase given its broad usage throughout the Old Testament. Many
different settings are possible for the inclusion of “until this day” at 8:22 and 14:7, including the preexilic and exilic periods. Thus, we must take another approach.
Of the approaches we surveyed in chapter two, Hardmeier and Levin have focused on this
question most intensely and deserve a further look. Hardmeier’s argument for Zedekian-era
composition of an “annal” ignores two important factors. First, accession and length-of-reign data are
provided for Zedekiah’s reign in 2 Kgs 24:18. This reveals a retrospective use of chronographic data. The
chronological framework must, in at least one redaction, postdate Zedekiah. Also, given that Zedekiah
rebels against Babylon (24:20b-25:7; Jer 37:1-10; 38:14-28), it is difficult to read Zedekian-era
composition of the chronicles as an apologetic for Judah when all we know of his reign is that it was
subversive against Babylon. Moreover, there is nothing in the text to point out that Zedekiah is different
than any other king and receives exceptional treatment, such as Hezekiah or Josiah. Zedekiah seems to
be another king in the long David line who has committed unthinkable political blunders. So, even apart
from its relationship to the narrative material in 1-2 Kings, Hardmeier’s view of the development of the
chronographic material leaves several questions.
I consider Levin’s theory, however, to be the most instructive. His conclusion that there was a
pre-deuternomistic excerpt created under the reign of either Josiah or Jehoiakim with later additions is
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cogent in many respects. It accounts for the uniformity of the framework that runs throughout 1-2
Kings, places it in an appropriate sociological and historical context, and allows for continued
development of this material in the exile. Depending on when one avers the composition of the
narrative material, one might disagree with his claim that the chronographic framework was integrated
with narratives in exile. It could plausibly stand that this excerpt was created under Josiah or Jehoiakim
in conjunction with the earliest written form of the narratives. In fact, this appears to be Na’aman’s
position, although he does not explain the inclusion of chronographic material after the reign of Josiah.
Moreover, adherents to the theories claiming the earliest redactions under Hezekiah could still claim the
same purpose for this text. Again, this will depend on one’s position regarding the redactions of the
narrative material. This is due to the idea that many of the narratives presuppose the names of the kings
introduced in the framework.80 Thus, the narratives are dependent upon the chronological framework.
While several scholars may disagree with Levin’s ultimate conclusions, his acknowledgement of a preexilic framework with the allowance for further stages of development in the exilic period is pragmatic
and convincing.
Therefore, the answer to this question cannot be conclusively solved under the scope of this
investigation. Given that the earliest stage at which the chronicles could have been integrated into the
text is dependent upon one’s view of the same question for narrative material, we cannot say at which
point the chronographic texts developed alongside of narrative material into the framework of the text
we now know as 1-2 Kings. The presence of chronographic material alongside the narratives of the late
Judean monarchy suggests that there were some additions of chronographic material in the exile. Even
though I have attempted to use the singular term “historian” for the one who produced this text, I have
only done so to simplify the analysis. Indeed, multiple “historians” could have been involved with the
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production of 1-2 Kings. On par with the neo-Babylonian chronicles, it further seems most likely that the
exilic inclusion of this material was undertaken in Judah. Just as the neo-Babylonian chronicles remained
prominent scribal exercises under Persian hegemony centuries after the practice of composing them
had begun and reached its peak, SRC, IRC, and JRC would have remained part of the scribal curriculum
for the Judahite subjects of the Babylonians in the sixth century. Several scholars have proposed a
location in Judah as the context of this redaction.81 Regardless, an exilic setting in Judah allows for a
historian to have access to these texts without the difficulty of surmising how they would have arrived in
Babylon,82 as well as to explain the historian’s acquaintance with geographical markers (such as Edomite
settlements) and recent political events.
In the final section, we will sketch a fuller history of the proposed Hebrew chronicles, as well as
their inclusion into 1-2 Kings based on the research we have reviewed thus far. This chapter has
prepared for that sketch by identifying the passages likely connected with the chronicle tradition in
Israel and Judah and arguing for an exilic setting, if not earlier, of their inclusion in the text.
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Chapter 5- Conclusion
The preceding has attempted to understand the nature of the sources known as “Solomonic
Royal Chronicles,” “The Israelite Royal Chronicles,” and the “Judahite Royal Chronicles,” in 1-2 Kings.
First, we looked to the connection that exists between the frequent citations of these sources and the
death and burial formulae, as well as the notices of the king’s successor. We noticed that everywhere
these formulae appear, the citations of these Hebrew chronicles do as well. This leads us to suggest that
these formulae were original to the hypothesized Hebrew royal chronicles. Thus we begin with an idea
of the sort of material that would have been contained in SRC, IRC, and JRC as we search for definition of
the historiographical genre to which these texts would have belonged.
A review of the vast interpretations of these sources from the beginning of the critical period to
today has shown that little advance has been made in determining the kinds of sources these were.
Early attempts to understand these sources varied broadly from seeing them as excerpts of official
documents or as the official texts themselves, drawn directly from the court or Temple library. Further,
there was much confusion over the relationship of these sources to narratives, annals, chronicles, and
king lists. John Van Seters’s In Search of History represents a significant turn the investigation of the
Hebrew chronicles. In his setting of the Bible’s historiographical texts in the ancient Near Eastern scribal
milieu, he equates these sources to the neo-Babylonian chronicles upon substantial grounds. Lester
Grabbe likewise shows in a detailed fashion how the chronographic framework of 1-2 Kings finds a close
parallel to ABC 1.1 Others, such as Menahem Haran, Nadav Na’aman, Christof Hardmeier, and Christoph
Levin, have attempted to provide further understanding to how the reader of the biblical text may
understand the composition of these materials and their redaction into the text. Yet, scholars who are
suspicious of the biblical historian’s use of sources have doubted that such sources were used at all.
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Thus, we have sought to make a thorough study of the hypothesized Hebrew chronicles in order to
address the many issues surrounding their composition and inclusion into 1-2 Kings.
In order to see what kind of data from the chronicles, if any, were inserted into the biblical text,
we looked to parallels from the ancient Near East. We noted that the neo-Babylonian chronicles provide
a close parallel to the death and burial formula, as well as a vast amount of other information found in
1-2 Kings presented in a similar fashion. That is, this material concerning the reigns of the kings is terse,
presented in the third person, involves the reporting of discrete events, and narrates these events in a
non-judgmental, dispassionate manner. These reports often concern warfare, but could also include
synchronized accession notices, reign length data, accounts of building projects, insurrections, and
treaties. In short, the information that comes from these chronicles is brief and matter-of-fact. It does
not contain the gripping drama of dialogue and sequential, intense action in a single episode. Only the
neo-Babylonian chronicles offer the kind of literature parallel to the type of material under
investigation. It has thus provided for us a helpful external control to understand how similar literature
would likely have been generated in ancient Israel and Judah, and furthermore how we might
distinguish it from the narrative texts in 1-2 Kings.
Looking to the biblical texts has also provided a helpful guide to differentiating chronicle texts
from the other material in 1-2 Kings. The distinct grammatical presentation of this material particularly
signals to the reader a shift in sources. A historian left traces of this archival material in the biblical text
and marked the boundaries of these sources in a distinctive way. Moreover, this underscores the
observations made by numerous scholars that, at many points, there are sections of chronographic and
narrative material that appear to present differing versions of historical events. Several indications have
then revealed that multiple sources have been brought together to create the final form of 1-2 Kings.
Two excurses have also been necessary in the course of this investigation. In one, we were able
to show that, although the closest parallel to these sources in terms of literary genre come from
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Mesopotamia, the citations in which these sources are mentioned bear an Egyptian style. In another, we
contended that these citations are meant to refer to sources and not function as rhetorical questions.
The net of these excursuses is that we can be reasonably certain that the composer of these citations
intended to convey his usage of chronicle sources. The burden of proof for determining that he did not
have such intentions lies upon those who want to claim otherwise. Such persons would have to argue
that the biblical historian is either deceiving his reader about his use of these sources or mentions them
for some other effect. This is a presuppositional stance that already tilts the hermeneutical balance
away from trusting the historical circumstances presented in the text and thus is not fruitful for the kind
of inquiry we have attempted here.2
In lieu of original Hebrew chronicles coming to archaeological light, we cannot assert any of the
points made in this dissertation with complete certainty. Nevertheless, we have tried to contend for the
high probability, if not likelihood, of the cases made here, and not just to their mere plausibility. Tigay
has rightly argued that external parallels to biblical texts (in his case the Epic of Gilgamesh and the neoBabylonian chronicles in the arguments here) can aid in demonstrating increased confidence in the
likelihood of proposed phenomena in the Bible.3 While external controls have been our guide, we have
also sought corroboration and further inferences from the biblical text itself. It is my hope that the
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foregoing has contributed to our understanding of the original Hebrew chronicles behind the text of 1-2
Kings in a manner as substantive as possible, given the limitations of our evidence.

A Brief History of the Hypothesized Royal Chronicles
In view of our analysis, it is pertinent to summarize our findings and trace the history of the
hypothesized Hebrew royal chronicles. Again, these comments are based on what we know about the
neo-Babylonian chronicles, our external control, and indications from the biblical text. This will also
largely presuppose the historical situation presented in the biblical text.
Sometime near the end of Solomon’s reign, scribes in the newly-constructed Temple of YHWH in
Jerusalem set up a school training young elites in the scribal arts. As a cosmopolitan kingdom,4 these
scribes traveled to faraway lands like Egypt and Mesopotamia to learn their trade and perhaps
welcomed scribes from these places to increase their burgeoning mastery of scribalism. From
interactions with Babylonian scribes, the Jerusalem scribes learned the new literary genre of what we
now deem “chronicle” and begin composing exercises recounting Solomon’s grand reign.5 A master
copy6 resided in either the Temple library or the home of a chief scribe, and the young students used
this template for one of their many daily training texts.7 Given the close relationship between the
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Temple scribes and the regime that commissioned their livelihood, the Temple scribes also had access to
palace documents, such as daybooks,8 lists of officers,9 and architectural data.10 They stored these items
in their growing library alongside the ever-expanding “Chronicles of the Kings of Judah and All Israel.”11
However, after the fissure of the Kingdom into North and South (1 Kgs 12), the narrative of the
nation’s kings came to tell only of one king, Solomon. Yet both Israel and Judah continued the tradition
of keeping track of the deeds of their kings. They continued the chronicle tradition, and each composed
its own king lists. Both Kingdoms took on their own literary stylings in creating these texts, Israel
influenced by the powerful Phoenicians to their north, and Judah with a more conservative approach in
retaining the scribal traditions from the time of David and Solomon.12 As with the proposed SRC, scribal
trainees in Jerusalem and Samaria continued to compose chronicles as an aid to both recounting
national history and, primarily, to learn the art of writing. And, once again, each likely did so from the
template of a master copy located in the Temple or home of a chief scribe.
In the year 722 BCE, Assyrian king Shalmaneser V destroyed Samaria (2 Kgs 17:5-23; 18:9-12),
sending untold numbers of Israelites south to Jerusalem to seek asylum. Among these refugees were
some of Israel’s brightest scholars, trained in the Samaritan Temple and contributing to a “brain gain”
among Jerusalem’s literati.13 They brought with them as many texts as they could bear in their flight
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southward, and their master copy of the chronicles of their kings was included among them. The Judean
scribes deposited this text in the Temple alongside their Southern chronicle traditions and their newlyexpanded library. The scribes from North and South coexisted under the intellectual and religious
renaissances of Hezekiah and Josiah, perhaps frequently reflecting on the political role and theological
implications of the downfall of Samaria. It is plausible that, at some point during this time, the scribes
began combining their historiographical traditions, creating the framework for a telling of their unified
history, which was also filled out with narratives of kings and prophets.
By the early sixth century, Judah could not resist the overwhelming forces of Babylon, the new
global superpower. The scribal infrastructure in the Temple remained viable enough for scribes to
continue to educate young students through the time of Jehoiakim. Jehoiakim reigned for approximately
eight relatively peaceful years, allowing the scribal infrastructure to remain intact. However, Jehoiakim
soon rebelled against the Babylonians and the prolonged siege by Judah’s new enemy crippled the calm
of Jehoiakim’s reign (23:36-24:7). His successor and son, Jehoiakin, eventually relents and surrenders to
Nebuchadnezzar (24:11-12). The ensuing wreckage of the Temple (24:13-17) and deportation of
government officials and soldiers would conceivably have diminished the work of Temple scribes and
their text-producing infrastructure. The subsequent rebellion under Zedekiah (24:18-25:21) was equally
doomed and Jerusalem ceased functioning as a social and political center for scribal activity.
A cadre of former Temple scribes stationed with Gedaliah at Mizpah (25:23), or at least nearby,
remained apprised of political events (25:22-26) and occasionally heard reports from Babylon on the
status of Jehoiakin (25:27-30). In light of the recent devastation these scribes experienced, they began
to reevaluate their history and literary texts in a new theological light. Utilizing texts stolen away before
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the great conflagration (or even salvaged from destruction), these scribes collated their sources, adding
editorial comments and historical reflections for a purpose still debated today.14
Were archaeologists to uncover the original Hebrew royal chronicles today, they would likely do
so in a place like Mizpah or Anatoth. We cannot determine when these texts became obscure.15 Perhaps
their inclusion into the text later known as 1-2 Kings was sufficient for their preservation. Regardless,
the traces of its material, in addition to the comparable, extensive corpus of neo-Babylonian chronicles,
aid us in tracing a likely path of composition, transmission, usage, and composition of these sources.

The Contribution of This Study to the Study of Redaction-Critical Methodology
In any study of Deuteronomy through 2 Kings, it is necessary to address the topic of redaction
criticism. The influence of Noth’s thesis and the subsequent attempts to understand the authorial
intention(s) of these books in light of political, literary, and religious events in ancient Israel are central
to a critical understanding of them. This dissertation will not differ in this respect. Indeed, it is my hope
that this work will contribute to this longstanding debate. In particular, I hope the return to a discussion
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of sources will be helpful. I contend that redaction criticism of these books has missed the importance of
the reliance of the historians upon original chronicle sources. Specifically, after Noth, much focus has
centered upon minor details of transmission, due in large part to the advances in textual criticism.16
While this is helpful in many ways, the effectiveness of redaction criticism lies in understanding the
historian’s use of sources.17 It is only from understanding how historians use sources (that is, what they
retain from inherited material, what they alter, what they may omit, in what literary setting they place
their sources, etc.) that we can begin to understand their intentions in composition. A contention of this
study is that we must begin with the sources explicitly named in the text. Although the following will not
solve all of these issues, I do believe it can be instructive in many aspects.
Theories of the redaction of the Deuteronomistic History (DtrH)18 may be divided along three
basic lines. First, there is the theory of Martin Noth of one primary redactor with the possibility of
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Whither, and Why? Or, Going Beyond Source and Form Criticism without Leaving Them Behind,” in A Biblical
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1997), 77–90.
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several late, minor additions. Scholars who have followed Noth on this point are dubbed by Thomas
Römer as the “Neo-Nothians,” and only vary from this basic thesis in nuance.19 Second, there are those
who followed Noth at Göttingen, primarily Rudolf Smend and Walter Dietrich. These begin with Noth’s
Dtr and add successive exilic and post-exilic redactions to the DtrH. Thirdly, the largest group of scholars
comprises those who contend for a pre-exilic redaction of the material, followed by later redactions
after the Babylonian exile. This is the school of thought commonly referred to as the “Harvard” or
“American School,” but also includes the perspective of German scholar Helga Weippert. We shall look
to each of these in turn, as well as some alternative explanations to understanding DtrH, to examine the
impact of this study upon these approaches to redaction of the DtrH.
Noth’s theory of a single exilic historian who brought together various sources to create a
theological text with a negative viewpoint toward kingship has remained influential.20 This has been
supported to varying extents by Van Seters,21 Lohfink,22 McKenzie,23 Hoffmann,24 and Auld.25 Though
each of these has a unique take on the lone redaction and argues for a diverging amount of redaction
after the first redaction,26 they all posit that a primary edition of the Deuteronomistic History appeared
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from the hand of a single historian in exile. Noth argues that Dtr was selective, yet conservative, with
respect to his use of the chronicles. He chose material that served his purpose, but he had no
compunction to change the history written therein when he included it in his work.27 While the NeoNothians ascribe more of the history to Dtr’s creative hand than Noth, it does not appear that they
would deny the inclusion of material from sources like SRC, IRC, and JRC in his work.28 These later
scholars emphasize Dtr’s creativity in the narratives and thus discussions of the historiographical
framework are less important. Only Van Seters offers an analysis of the chronicles, noting that they were
contrived from king lists.29 We have already seen in our review of the neo-Babylonian chronicles that
there is good to strong reason to doubt this conclusion. Furthermore, it appears that the Israelite
chronicles likely had a long tradition of composition prior to the exile like their Mesopotamian
analogues.
The adherents of the Göttingen School have expanded the exilic and post-exilic editions of the
Deuteronomistic History beyond Noth’s original vision. Smend, for one, advocates a “nomistic”
redaction after DtrH with a focus on issues pertaining to the law.30 Dietrich and Veijola have added an
even later prophetic redaction to Smend’s scheme.31 However, their investigations center on the
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prophetic material and assume the existence of a historical framework before these additions.32 Thus,
these who have offered refinements to Noth’s theory do not further contribute to our understanding of
the redaction of the chronographic material.
As we have suggested a final date for the inclusions of chronicles into 1-2 Kings during the early
exilic period, adherents to Noth’s thesis may find sympathy with Levin’s claims. That is, they see the
chronicles as part of a pre-deuteronomistic, pre-exilic source that is integrated with the narrative
material in exile.
Less than two decades after the publication of Noth’s thesis on the Deuteronomistic History,
two challenges arose, one in the United States and one in Noth’s native Germany. The first comes from
Frank Moore Cross, who championed a return to the earlier approaches of Ewald, Kuenen, and
Wellhausen, namely that a first, pre-exilic edition of the former prophets assuming the existence of the
monarchy appeared before an exilic redaction.33 Cross based this conclusion on the thematic tension
between the promise to David and the emphasis on the sin of Jeroboam that exists up to the time of
Josiah. He was supported in longer works by Richard Elliott Friedman34 and Richard Nelson.35 For these
authors, the exilic compiler added to the history received from the time of Josiah to complete a
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comprehensive history from exile in Egypt to exile in Babylon.36 Nelson thus argues for the likelihood
that the regnal framework, which we presume to include material from the original SRC, IRC, and JRC,
comes from the exilic period.37 As we have noted, a difficulty with this is that many of the narratives
already assume the introduction of many kings from the framework. Thus, adherents to this perspective
of redaction are left to explain how the narratives were connected before the exile.
The second counterargument to Noth came from Helga Weippert, who contends, not only for a
Josianic redaction before the exile, but also for a first edition in the time of Hezekiah. She bases her
argument on the shift in regnal judgment formulae that occur for the reigns of Hezekiah, Josiah, and
thereafter. She traces the redactors to a first, Northern editor working in Jerusalem under Hezekiah,
followed by Josianic, then exilic redactions.38 She has been followed by several others in examining the
formulae as a key to the redactional history of 1-2 Kings. As a notable example, Halpern and
Vanderhooft have examined shifts in the death and burial formulae and reached the same conclusion of
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a three-stage redaction beginning under Hezekiah.39 Lemaire builds on Weippert’s argument to move
the first redaction under Jehoshaphat and conclude that at least four redactions existed.40
A difficulty with this position is to assert that new formulae were added onto the text with each
successive edition. Despite this, Halpern and Vanderhooft find it the “least forced” explanation.41 Nelson
has challenged the assertions of those surmising redactional theories based on formulae by claiming
that this approach is “overemphasized.”42 Any shift in formulae we find in 1-2 Kings may simply be due
to the underlying sources, such as the king lists and chronicles. Hypothesizing such shifts in the sources
themselves is likely if indeed there was a literary renaissance under Hezekiah and Josiah. In addition, our
external control, the neo-Babylonian chronicles, witnesses to minor differences in formulae, even within
the same chronicle.43 Yet those who subscribe to these theories may find resonance with the preceding
work. The chronicles could have been redacted into a framework for the narratives in several stages,
including a concluding exilic stage. Although it would be difficult to hypothesize a framework combining
the chronographic texts of both Israel and Judah for a redaction under Jehoshaphat (as Lemaire), a
combined historiographic text promulgated at least under Hezekiah (that is, after the fall of the
Northern Kingdom) and utilized as a framework for narrative material remains plausible.
Again, we note that one’s view of the integration of SRC, IRC, and JRC with narrative material is
dependent upon one’s view of the genesis of the narrative material. It is my hope that the preceding,
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though not conclusive on the earliest stage of redaction at which the chronicles developed into the
framework of the text now known as 1-2 Kings, will be helpful to those seeking to answer this question.

The Contribution of This Study to the Debate over Israel’s Distinctiveness
Another implication of this study relates to the long-running discussion of Israel’s distinctiveness
against its ancient Near Eastern neighbors. An important component to this debate is the understanding
of history seen in ancient Israel’s literature that is absent in the texts of their neighbors. Specifically,
many scholars have contended that the Old Testament emphasizes the linear movement of time and
God’s involvement in it in contrast to extant texts from places such as Ugarit, Mesopotamia, and Egypt,
which stress the cyclical nature of time and the gods’ apparent disinterest in historical human events.44
The summation of this approach is best captured in the following quote by G. Ernest Wright:
“Israel’s religious literature, therefore, was utterly different from that of its environment. Even
though the writers borrowed widely from every source, they radically transformed all that was
borrowed. The basis of the literature was history, not nature, because the God if Israel was first of
all the Lord of history who used nature to accomplish his purposes in history.” 45

It was then the deification of nature and its cyclical patterns of time that dictated the structure
of how history was related in the ancient Near Eastern cultures outside of Israel.
This view came under increased suspicion during the latter part of the twentieth century.
Countering the then-dominant view of Wright and other adherents to the biblical theology movement,
Bertil Albrektson demonstrated that the “nature gods” of Mesopotamia could in fact be seen to rule
over events of human history.46 For him, Israel’s distinctiveness appears in its interpretation of historical
acts, that is its revelation “about” history, not God’s action “in” history.47 Similarly, where Frank Moore
Cross had attempted to show how Israel’s literature manifested characteristics of epic using cyclical,
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mythical language evident Ugarit,48 Mark S. Smith has countered that Israel’s literature is not so unique
from Ugarit’s in this regard.49 In a critique of Paul Hanson’s work on the connection between apocalyptic
and the Israelite view of history, J.J.M. Roberts evaluates a number of points about Mesopotamian
religion that have been inaccurately portrayed by biblical scholars. These include the passivity of man,
the continuity between man and the gods, the belief in a distinct mythical realm apart from history, and
the omission of significant events like the flood from a sequence in history. By offering numerous
examples, he demonstrates that scholars of the Old Testament have viewed the ancient Near Eastern
thought world with various misconceptions.50 Indeed, many presumptions about the religion of Israel’s
neighbors have been subject to sustained critique. This leads Roberts to note that, “The comparative
study of the historiographical literature must consider the theological treatment of individual episodes
and motifs before moving to the larger complexes and overall meanings of these works.”51
With Roberts’s caution in mind, we attempt to draw a few conclusions regarding the
understanding of history that exists in 1-2 Kings, particularly against the background of ancient Near
Eastern historiography, which has been instructive for this study. First, both the ancient Babylonians and
the ancient Israelites and Judeans had a concern for events of the past. The existence of the neoBabylonian chronicles confounds the common understanding that their view of time was simply cyclical.
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It further undercuts the claims made by those who assert that the chronicles are tied to divinatory
literature.52 Surely Israel did not keep records of divinatory literature, yet it does have texts that track
antiquarian interests on par with the neo-Babylonian chronicles. Religion’s influence upon history is not
as clear in the chronicles as some would wish. Rather, as we have surmised after a detailed study of the
neo-Babylonian chronicles, those texts, as well as our hypothesized Hebrew chronicles, were likely
composed simply for the sake of giving an account of history.
Along these lines, a conspicuous absence in the material from SRC, IRC, and JRC included in the
text of 1-2 Kings, yet present in the neo-Babylonian chronicles, is the omission of any chronicled
material concerning the king’s religious roles. As we remarked in chapter three, in the neo-Babylonian
chronicles, whether a king kept important festivals, especially the Akitu festival, is a prominent theme,
as are the theft of idols from temples. Most of the time, religious concerns are stated matter-of-factly
with the reader left to consider the consequences. For instance, ABC 1:ii.4’-5’ reads,
M]U XV itiTašritu UD XXIIkam ilānimeš ša māt tam-t[im] [ana(?) a]šri(ki)(?)-šu-nu itūrūmeš mūtānumeš
ina kurAš-šur šaknu[nu(?)]//“In the fifteenth year on the twenty-second day of Tishri, the gods of the
land of the Sea returned to their dwelling places. A plague was established in Assyria.”

Thus, the reader must infer that plague was due to the return of the deities to their temples. However,
other times, as in ABC 19:52a-b, the cause of religious observation (or lack thereof) is explicit,
[ana ikk]ib i-pu-šu ik-kir-šu-ma iš-tu ṣi-it dŠamšiši a-di e-reb dŠamšiši ik-ki-ru-šu-ma la ṣa-la-lu šakin[šu(?)]//“[Because of] the wrong he had done, he became wrathful toward him. They rebelled
against him from the rising of the sun to the setting of the sun. Insomnia began.”
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Here, the text claims that aggression and illness were directed against Sargon I by Marduk for the king’s
lack of religious observance mentioned in prior lines. This sort of material is the only kind of notice not
found in the proposed portions of SRC, IRC, and JRC integrated into 1-2 Kings. This is not to say that
material concerning religious matters was not present in in the Hebrew royal chronicles. Rather, the
historian of 1-2 Kings found in the narrative texts more detailed information in this regard. There was no
need to include chronicled information concerning religious observance because a more thorough
account was already extant. In this way, the inclusion of chronicle citations points to an increased
emphasis in Judah, against that of the Babylonians, that religious observance, particularly by kings, has
political implications for the entire nation.
Conversely, what we do not have from Babylonian records is the integration of the chronicles
into narratives. As a matter of fact, it does not appear that Babylonian scribes were interested in
incorporating the chronicle literature into any other genres. However, Israelite scribes found it beneficial
to utilize their chronicles as a historical framework for their narratives. While this does not argue for the
historicity of these narratives, it does reveal a close association of the discrete actions of God in history
as presented in these stories to the concept of linear time. Bill T. Arnold writes,
“In the historiographic traditions of Sumero-Akkadian literature… one discovers the “raw
materials” for history-writing. These correspond to the sources that listed important items and
observations about history, used by the authors of the Books of Kings. But in neither the
Mesopotamian traditions nor in the early Israelite sources can one speak of genuine
historiography. It was only in the use made of these sources by biblical authors that writing
about the past moved beyond lists. In fact, there are no Israelite copies of these raw materials
themselves, only reconstructions or extrapolations from the biblical text.”53

That older chronicle sources (the “raw materials” according to Arnold) exist in the biblical text witnesses
to Israel’s ultimate historiographical concern. Once their royal chronicles became part of a sweeping
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narrative concerning obedience (and disobedience) to Mosaic Torah, Judahite scribes were able to
evaluate in retrospect events of the past and the rulers behind these events. In effect, this creates a new
meaning for the royal chronicles for a new audience, the Israelites in exile.54
Michael Fishbane writes, “… though the book of Kings does not purport to be a revelation per
se, it does have a revelatory intention in so far as it reveals divine revelations through the historical
process.”55 Or put another way by John Goldingay, “a historical framework is filled out with narrative
material that helps to bring out the historical significance of Israel’s story.”56 In the narratives, YHWH is
certainly on center stage. And by incorporating chronicles into this material, the historian who cited SRC,
IRC, and JRC in 1-2 Kings further reveals that, even in the mundane events of national and global politics,
YHWH is active. In this way, the chronographic framework of 1-2 Kings guides the reader in seeing how
the historical developments of the nation were eventually the responsibility of the nation’s kings, and
that YHWH would no longer intervene to allow infidelity to continue. The net result is that we see a new
take on historiographical genres in which the theological witness of Israel is intimately bound up with its
history.
The preceding has sought to investigate a question that has been largely overlooked by scholars
of the Old Testament. In taking seriously the question of what Israel’s original royal chronicles were,
new avenues for research open before us. The study of sources, particularly sources explicitly
mentioned in the biblical text, has wide-ranging implications for the areas addressed here, and perhaps
others not dealt with in this investigation. It is my hope that this work concerning one key aspect in
research on 1-2 Kings will make a helpful contribution to the ongoing enterprise.
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